
November 19,1998 

TO The 

THROUGH: James A. Pehrkon 
Acting StaffDircctor 

FROM: Robm J. Costa 

Audit Division 

SUBJECT: REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION ON CLMTQNIGORE '96 
PRIMARY COMMITTEE, MC. 

Attached for your review is the subject audit wrt. Also attached an five 
memoranda from the Ofice of General Counsel which togetha contain a legal d y s i s  of 
the audit report. The legal analysis was provided in separate memoranda so that needed 
revisions could be made more timely. The MIIBtjvc portion of the Committee's response 
to the Exit Conference Memorandum is also attached. Immediately following this 
memoramdum is a table of contents for tlre entire package to aid in locating subject matter 
in all of the documents. In order to provide a convenient page reference. the package has 
been page numbered consecutively at the bottom of the pages beginning wirh the first 
page of the audit report. Thox page numbers arc the ones noted on the table of contents. 

The Qfice of General Counsel and the Audit Division a.: in agreement with the 
contents of the audit report. . Certain portions ofthe Primary Committee's response have 
been expunged pursuant IO 11 C.F.R. Pari 2. 

In addition to the documents referenced in the Audit Reports, the Audit Division 
reviewed the following information in reaching thcx conclusions: (1) documents 
obtained from the candidate committns. the national and state paxty committees, and 
media and polling vendors; (2) committee responses to the ECMs; (3) documents made 
pubiicly-available by the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee Report on the 
Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election 
Campaigns; and (4) disclosure reports and other documents available to the Commission. 



This report is being circulated for placanent on the Agenda for the Opsn Session 
Meting of Decernba 3,1998. 

A complete copy of the Primary Committce”~ response. including Exhibits. is 
available in the Commiwion Secretary’s Office. Should you have any questions. p luw 
contact Tom PJmhcn (Audit Manager) or Leroy Clay (Lead Auditor) at 694-1200. 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
WASHING TO^. D c 2 W J  

REPORT OF THE AUDITDIVISION 
ON 

CLImONIGORE '96 PRIM4RYCOMMITl"E, INC 

I. 

?his rqmrt is based on an audit ofthe ClintonlGore '96 Primary 
Comminee, Inc. (the Primary Committee). The audit is mandated by Seaion 9038(a) of 
Title 26 of the United States Code. That section states that "After each matching 
payment period, the Commission shall conduct a thorough examination and audit of the 
qualified campaign cxpmscs of every candidate and his authorid committees who 
received payments under section 9037." Also, Section 9039(b) of Title 26 of the United 
States Code and Section 9038.1(a)(2) of the Commission's Regulations state that the 
Commission may conduct other examinations and d t s  from time to time as it deems 
necessary. 

In ddition to examining the receipt and w of Federal funds, the audit 
seeb  to detcnnine if the campaign has matmially complied with the limitations, 
prohibitions, and disclosure requirements of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 
197 1 (FECA), as amended. 

ms rev0 rtisastaff document. The ma lvsis of the f acts. internretation of 
abdicabk ~ law. and the condusi C r a  vcd the 
COmmlSS ion. . .  

B. AUDIT COVERAG& 

The audit of the Primary Committee covered the period from its inception. 
April 10. I995 through December 3 1,1997. The Primary Committee reported an 
opening cash balance ofS-0-; total receipts of $44,753,599; total disbursements of 
W.603.1233; and a closing cash balance of $150,476. 

1 
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C. CAMPAIGN0 RCANIZATION 

The Primary Committee registered with the Federal Election Commission 
on April 14,1995. The Tm~trer of the Rimary Committee is Ms. Joan Pollin. The 
Primary Comminct maintains its headquarters in Washi~gtoa DC. 

k g  the period audited, the primary Commkts maintained depositories 
in the District of Columbia, Arkansas, Georgia. New Yo& and Texas. To handle its 
financial activity, the Primary Committee utilized a total of 9 bank accounts. From these 
accounts the campaign made approximately 23,654 disbursements. A p p x h t c l y  
293,043 contributions from 190.426 penons wcfe received. These contzibuths totaled 
$28,987,800. 

In addition to the above contributions, the ptimary Committee received 
$13.412.198 in matching funds fiom the United States Treasury. This amount represents 
87% of the 515,455,000 maximum entitlement ;hat any candidate could nceive. The 
Candidate was determined eligible to receive matching h d s  on Qctok 31, 1995. The 
Primary Committee made a total of 9 matching fund request% totaling $14,245229. The 
Commission ceriified 94.15% of the requested amount. For matching fund purposes. the 
Commission detnmined that President Clinton's candidacy ended on August 28, 1996. 
This detmination was based on Section 9032(6) of Title 26 of the United States Code 
which states that the matching payment period ends "on the date on which the national 
convention of the party whose nomination a candidate seeks nominates its candidate for 
the ofice of President of the United Sta~es. ..." see alsp 11 CFR 89032.6. On August 2. 
1996 the P r i m q  Comminee received its final matching fund payment to defray expenses 
incurred through August $8.1996 and to help defray the cost of winding down the 
campaign. 

D. AUDlT SCOPE AND PROCEDURES 

In addition PO a review of the committee's expenditures to determine the 
qualified and non-qualified campaign expenses incunrd by the campaign (set Finding 
1ll.B.). the audit covered the folloumg general categories: 

. .  _ _  
i i i  , -:: 
. ? 7. . .  
i r  

if ;'' 

... 
i: 
+ ii 
i. .l ._ 

I .  The receipt of contributions or loans in excess of the stslutory 
limitations; 

2. the receipt of contributions from prohibited sources. such as kose  
from corporations or labor organizations (see Finding 11.A.); 

3. proper disclosure of contributions from individuals. political 
comminees and other entities. to include the itemization of 
contributions when required, as well as the completeness and accuracy 
of the information disclosed; 
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4. proper disclosure of disbursements including the itemization of 
dkb-ents when requid, BS well BS, the completeness and 
accuacy of the information disclosed, 

5. proper disclosure of campaign debts and sbligations; 

6. the accuracy of total reponed receipts, disbursements and cash 
balances BE compared to Campaign bank records; 

7. adequate tccordkecping for campaign mnsactio~~s; 

8. accuracy of the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations 
filed by the ClintodGore '96 Primary Cotrmminee, Inc. to disclose its 
financial condition and to establish continuing matching fund 
entitlement (see Finding 11I.E.); 

9. the Primary Committce's compliance with spending limitations (see 
Finding 1II.D.); and 

IO. other audit procedures that wnz denned ncccssBly in the situation (see. 
Finding 1II.F.). 

As part of the Commission's standard audit process, an inventory of 
campaign records is normally conducted prior to the audit fieldwork. This inventory is 
conducted to determine if the auditee's records are materially complete and in an 
auditable state. 

The inventory began on January 6.1997. Due to the unavailability of 
records. h e  Audit sdsuspended fieldwork on January 22,1997. Prior to laving. an 
itemized list of records needed was provided-to the Primary Committee. Thew records, 
consisting of: bank statements and enclosures for thm campaign depositories; check 
regisien for cenain operating and payroll accounts; records relative to in-kind 
contributions. campaign travel. campaign materials. Primary C o m m i ~ ~  credit cards, 
media placemms. public opinion polls. fundraising. event and allocation codes; 
workpapers detailing FEC npon preparation and components for the Statement of Net 
Outstanding Campaign Obligations; copies of all Primary Comminee 
contractdagreements; copies of IRS forms 940 and 941 ; a listing of key personnel, 
including positions and mponsibilities; and. Computerized Magnetic Media for 
disbursemenu werc initially requested in writing during the period January 7.1997 
through January 22,1997. 

In a letter dated January 29.1997, the Primary Committee was notified 
!hat the records werc to be made available on or before February 21,1997; with respect to 
records not d e  available, the Commission would issue subpoenas for production of the 
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persons in possession of relevant materials. h addition, the Audit &identified records 
that, at a minimum, had to be made available before fieldwork could resume. 

In addition, on January 8.1997. the Audit staffwas instructed that all 
quests for vendor files would be directed to a designated staff person and that such 
requests would be limited to documentation associated with a black of no more than 500 
checks (e&. check n u m b  IO00 - 1499). The Audit W m e t  with Primary Committee 
representatives on January 15,1997 in an attempt to reach a workable solution as to 
access. A solution was not reached and Primary Committee cournsel was notified that we 
were preparrd to recommend subpoenas for all vendor files in the event that a reasonable 
solution could not be worked out. On Febsuary 19. 1997, Audit Divisisn rrpresentatives 
met with Primary Committee counsel to disccuss resuming fieldwork and access to vendor 
files. A workable solution as to access was nached. 

Audit fieldwork resumed on February 24.1997. However, the Primary 
Committee continued to delay production of records. The Audit d w a s  informed that 
attorneys had to review all records prior to them being made available to the Audit staff. 
In certain instances, the Primary Committee refused to make records available and in 
other instances, werc not initially accurate as to the existence and/or availability of certain 
records requested. For example, the Primary Committee refwd to make available bank 
records pertaining to the bank account maintained by the media vendors who placed and 
paid for media buys on brhalf of the Primary Committee (see Finding 1II.A.). Funher, 
the Primary Committee refused to make available, without conditions andor rehctions, 
copies of all polls conducted on its behalf. With respect to certain elecmnk spreadsheets 
for fundraising andor legal and accounting allocations, as well as other computerized 
records. Primary Committee representatives stated on numerous occasions that such 
records could not or would not be made available in a computesizcd format. When 
continuing to inquire why these records could not be made available in a computerized 
format. b e  Audit staff was informed by the Primary Committee’s accountant that the 
P n m q  Committee’s Chief Counsel had said that computerized records were not to be 
made available to the Audit staff. The Audit staffmade repeated attempts to meet with 
Counsel. however, no such meeting was ever scheduled. Near the end of fieldwork, in 
1998. cenain electronic spreadsheet records were eventually provided. 

As a result. during the period May 28,1997 through February 3, 1998. the 
Audit staffrcqueaed the Office of General Counsel to prepare subpoenas for the 
production of records. The Commission issued 22 subpoenas to either the Primary 
Committee or respective vendors in order to obtain words g e n d l y  made available to 
the Audit staff at the beginning of fieldwork.’ 

I Records concerning payments made by the Rvnary Committee’s media vendors on behalf of the 
Dcmonatic National Commina w not VI this category. 

4 
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It opinion of the Audit &that the d in production of records 
by the Primary Committee resulted in wasting n m m u  &hours which directly 
delayed the completion of the audit fieldwork B minimum of four months. 

Accordingly, the scope of work performed was limited due to delays 
encountered in obtaining records necessary to perform the audit. Ceffain findings in the 
Memorandum were supplemented \bath i n f o d o n  obtained from sources other than the 
Primary Cornminet. 

The Primary Commince as part of its response to the Exit Conference 
Memorandum made various comments concerning the Audit &s discussion of the 
scope of the audit. The Primary committee Bfsertcd that this section of the audit report 
provided a distorted and incomplete view of the process. and then provides certain 
C X ~ U Z Z ~ ~ C S  of “mischmtctmations” included therein. Further, the Primary Committee 
claimed that “[d]espite its full cooperation with these numerous and often conflicting 
requests. always maintained a cooperative posnrrt during the audit process ‘Tor GII 
informarion requested that was reasonably within the scope of rhe audit. ” (Emphasis not 
in original.) 

Various examples and explanations were cited, such as: logistical 
problems inherent with the Primary Committee’s move to new offices; the auditors’ 
demand for additional ofice space at that location; that “no exisling record in the Primary 
Committee’s possession was refused;” rbat the Audit Division refused all attempts a1 
cooperative compromise pertaining to gaining access to the Primary Committee’s media 
vendor’s records; and that the auditors repeatedly insisted that panicular records which 
the Primary Committee “did not have” in a computerized format be created. 

The Audit staff slands by the scope limitation and related discussion as 
presented in the Exit Conference Memorandum and this report. The candidate agreed as 
a condition 10 obtaining matching funds to: furnish all documents related to 
disbunernents and receipts. including computerized information; furnish all 
documentation relating 10 disbursements made on the candidate’s behalf by other 
organizations; permit an audit and examination of all receipts and disbursements 
including thuse made by the candidate. authorized committee or any agent authorized to 
malie expendrms on behalf of the can4date or authorized committee. Futher. the 
candidate agreed to facilitate the audit by making available in one central location ofice 
space. records and such personnel as are necessary to conduct the audit and examination. 
The candidate and cornnittee agreements provided for at 11 CFR 49033.1 were signed in 
October. 1995. 

As detailed above. cenain records necessary to the conduct of the audit 
were not made available at the commencement of audit fieldwork in January, 1997 and in 
some cases were not made available until subpoenas were issued by the Commission to 
compel production. The Primary Committee is entitled PO express its opinion and anempt 
to explain why it feels “[ill would be utterly inappropriate for such a distorted and one- 

5 
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sided description 
The Primary Committee's rrspome will be included in the documens available to the 
Commission when Be audit rrport is considered in open session. 

process to be included in the prop0 Final Audit Report." 

Unless specifically discussed below, no material non-compliance was 
detected. It should be noted that the Co&sion may pursue further any of the matters 
discussed in the audit report in an enforcemmt action. 

n. 

EXTENSIONS OF CREDIT BY COMMERCIAL VENDOM 

Section 441 &a) of Title 2 of the United States Code states. in put that it 
is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution in connection with any election for 
Federal ofice. 

Section 116.3(a) of Title 11 ofthe Code of Federal Regulations states that 
a commercial vendor that is not a corporation may extend credit to a candidate, a politid 
committee or another person on behaif of a candidate or political committee. An 
extension of credit will not k considered a conmbution to the candidate or political 
committe provided that the credit is extended in the ordinary coutse of the commercial 
vendor's business and the t a m s  arc substantially similar to extensions of credit to 
nonpolitical debtors that arc of similar risk and si= of obligation. Section I 16.3@) of 
Tide 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations sates that a corporation in its capacity as 
commercial vendor may extend to a candidate. a political committee or another person on 
behalf of a candidate or political committee provided that the d i t  extended in the 
ordinary course of the corporation's business and the terms are substantially similar to 
extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation. 

Section 1 16.3(c) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that 
- 

in determining whether credit was extended in the ordinary course of business. the 
Commission will consider: (1 ) whether the commercial vendor followed its established 
procedures and its p t  practice in approving the extension of credit; (2 )  whether the 
commercial vendor received prompt payment in full if it previously extended credit to the 
same candidate or political committee; and (3) whether the extension of credit conformed 
to the usual and n o d  practice in the commercial vendor's uade or indusny. 

During our review of selected Primary Committee disbursements. the 
Audit staff noted that on October 28. 1996. the Primary Committee made thm payments 
to the polling firm ofPmn + Schoen Associates. Inc. (Penn + Schoen) which included 
reimbursements for pravel expenses, totaling $74,970, incurred by Mark Penn, Douglas 
Schoen and Jill Kaufinan between May 4.1995 and June 30,1996. The invoices were 

6 
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dated October 28, , and were date stamped as received by the Primary Committee 
also on October 28.1996. 

The Primary Committee paid approximately $1.8 million (1 6 payments) to 
Pam + Scbocn, the Primary Committte’s main polling firm, during the period covered by 
this audit. It appeared that other payments to this vendor wcre made in a timely manner. 
During audit fieldwork the Audit staff was uuable to dettrminc if Penn + Schoen 
followed its established procedures and its past practices relative to this extension of 
credit nor were we able to determine whether the extension of credit conformed to the 
usual and normal practice in the vendor’s kidustry. The reimbursement policy in Perm + 
Schoen’s cormking agreement d e  no mention as to time frames for the billing and 
payment of travel expenses. According to a Bun + B- Public Record Scar~h, 
P e w  Schoen + Betland Associates. Inc. (former m e :  Penn + Schoen Associates. Inc.), 
was incorporated in the state of New York on October 30,1984 and was Still active as of 
January 17,1998. 

affidavit from Rick Joseph who is the Controller at Penn + Schoen. Ne is responsible for 
preparing and sending invoices to clients for services rendered and expenses incurred. 
Mr. Joseph stated the Controller position was vacant for approximately four months prior 
to his employment (September 3,1996) and that due to inadequate staffing, during this 
vacancy. Perm + Schoen did not regularly bill its clients for invoices that required 
research or back-up documentation. Mr. Joseph stated M e r  that soon after his 
employment. he discovered that invoices for pravel expenses i n c m d  between May, 1995 
and lune, 1996, on behalf of ClintonlGo~ ‘96 Primary Committee. Inc. ha8 either not 
been invoiced to the Primary Committee or were invoiced, but lacked the correct back-up 
documentation. The Conaoller continued by stating that while the position of Controlin 
was vacant an accounting assistant forwarded ten invoices 10 the Primary Committee 
totaling f45.33 1. for travel dating back to May, 1995. however, Perm + Schoen was 
notified by the Primary Comminee that these invoices did not contain all the necessary 
back-up documentation. During August - September. 1996, as requested by the Primary 
Committee. Penn + Schoen continued to provide additional documentation to support its 
reimbursement requests. The Controller stated that he rebilled the Primary Committee on 
October 28. 1996 for f37.548 to comply with the Primary Committee’s navel 
reimbursement policies. Pcnn + Schoen was reimbursed for this: amount on October 28. 
1996. Mr. Joseph stated that he sent an invoice on October 4,1996 to the Primary 
Committee for the amounts of Sj2.057 and S16.605 with back-up receipts for Mark 
Perm’s and Douglas Schocn’s travel dating back to January I .  1996. These invoices were 
revised on October 28. 1996 to comply with the Primary Committee’s travel 
reimbursement policies. The Primary Committee reimbursed Penn + Schoen for the 
amounts of $30.262 and 514.830 on October 28,1996. 

The Primary Committee provided documentation in the form of an 

In the Exit Conference Mcmorandum (the Memorandum). the Audit staff 
recommended that. the Primary Comminee provide additional documentation or any 
other comments to demonstrate that the credit extended (374.970 in navel expenses 



a 

i n d )  by the r was in the norma) c o w  of its business, including statements 
h m  the vendor and did not represent a prohibited contribution. The info-mtion 
provided should include examples of other customers or clients of similar size and risk 
for which War scivices have been provided and similar billing amngemmts have been 
used. Also. information concaning billing politics for similar clients and work, advance 
payment policies, debt collection policies, and billing ~ y c l e ~  should be included. 

In response to the M c m o r a n d ~  the Primary ComaritoeS sta.4 that the 
Commission regulations and advisory opinions do not provide a set time in which 
payment must be d e ,  but only rcquhe that the billings be h d l e d  in the vendor's 
n o d  c o w  of business. It further stated that the documentation cod- that the 
vendor handled its respective billings in the nonnal and ordinary course of its business in 
accordance with 11 CFR 8 116.3. 

The Primary Committee also submitted another affidavit from Mr. Joseph, 
the current Controller at Perm + Schoen. Mr. Joseph stated that the project manager 
generally oversees the billing with respect to his or her project. "Generuh'y, our normal 
business practice is to bill on a current basis for our services, such as polling. However, it 
is also genepally our normal billing practice, unless a credit risk is perceived with respect 
to a particular client or other p i a l  circumstances exist, to usudfy bill most of our 
reimbursable travel expenses at or about the conclusion of P projm" (Emphasis not in 
original.) 

Mr. Joseph stated further that an effort was made to advance the billing 
process for travel expenses billed to ClinrodGom '96 rather than waiting untd at or near 
the conclusion of a project. However. the effort was not successM for the following 
reasons: 

Mark Penn and Doug Schocn. the project managers, traveled at that time on a 
continual basis and were exmmely busy. it  was very difficult for them to find the 
time. given their schedules. to patherlheir expense documentation or to review 
and sign off on expense reports. They were simply too busy performing services 
under the presswe of a campaign to pcrfom the ptoject manager's travel expense 
billing function in advance of the completion of the project. 

e The accounting department. consisring of only a Controlln and an assistant, was 
u n d e d e d  and thus not equipped lo step in and perform the project manager's 
function. 

Given the size of the client and the project, the billing process. the underslaffing 
and staff nunover in the accounting department, ?he hectic travel schedules of the 
principals, the project managers involvement in the project as well as other 
projects. ClintodGore '96 was billed travel reimbursements at or about the 
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conclusio e project. which, at the time was the same billing method 
customarily applied to other clients similarly situated. 

.. 

Thus, according to Mr. Joseph, the billing for eavel reimbursements to 
ClintordGorc '96 WBS the orCiinary c o m e  of business. 

In the Audit staffs opinion, the Hidavit born Mr. Joseph could be 
interpreted that with respect to the Primary Committee, Pmn + Schoen's normal billing 
practice for travel expenses would be to bill on a c m t  basis as opposed to at the 
conclusion of the project. He stated "gend ly  our normal billing practice. unless a credit 
risk is perceived with respect to a particular client or other special circumstances exist [is] 
to usually bill most of our reimbursable navel expenses at or about the conclusion of a 
project." Mr. Joseph appears to be stating that Perm + Schoen was aware of the 
imporrance of billing the Primary Committee for eavel expenses on a timely basis. 
However, due to understaffing andlor staff turnover. timely billing was not possible. The 
Primary Committee did not submit, as recommended, documentation from Penn + 
Schoen such as examples of other customers or clients of similar size and risk for which 
similar services have been provided and similar arrangements have been used. Such 
documentation is critical in determining if an extension of a d i t  was made in the 
ordinary course of business. 

In the opinion of the Audit s&, the Primary Committee did not 
demonstrate that the extension of credit by Penn + Schoen confomed to the usual and 
normal practice in its business or in its industry as required by 1 I CFR 8 1 16.3. 

As a result. the amount of the contribution made by Penn -+ Schoen 
remains at S74.970. 

111. 

A. RECEIPT OF Ah' APPARENT EXCESSIVE CQNT'RJBvTlON - MEDIA ADS 

PAID FOR BI' THE DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL CQMMI?TEE 

Section 441a (a)(Z)(A) of Title 7 of the United States Code states in part 
that no multicandidate political commrnce shall make contributions to any candidate ad 
his authonzcd political comminees with respect to any election to Federal office which, - 
in the aggregate, exceed fS.OOO. Section 44 la (a)(7)(B) states that expenditures made by 
any person in cooperalion, consultation. or concen with. or at the request or suggestion 
of. a candidate. his authorized political committees. or their agents, shall be considered to 
be a contribution to such candidate. The section then states that the financing by any 
person of the dissemination. distribution. or republication. in whole or in part, ofany 
broadcast or any wriaen, graphic. or other form of campaign materials prepared by the 
candidate. his campaign comminees. or their authorized agenu shall be considered to be 
an expenditure. The purpose. content and timing of any speech-related expenditure 
distinguish coordinated activity that gives rise to a contribution from other interaction. 

9 
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Section 44 1 a(d) of Title 2 of the United Statcs Code provides that the 
national comanittee of a political party m y  d e  a limited amount of "coordinated parry 
expenditures" in connection with the g a d  election campaign of its Presidential 
caddate that arc not subject to. and do not count tow thc contribution and 
expenditure limitations at 2 U.S.C. $$441a(a) and @) including the e x p d i t w c  limitation 
for publicly-funded candihes. See also I1 CFR 51 10.7(a)(6). A coordinated party 
expenditure in excess of the 2 U.S.C. Wla(d)(2) limitations would be subject to the 
contribution limitations. 

In determining whether specific communications paid for by panics were 
coordinated expenditures subject to the 2 U.S.C. Wla(d) limitations. the Commission 
has considered whether the communication refers to a "clearly identified candidate" and 
contains an "electioneering message" in Advisory Opinions ("A07 1984-15 and 1985- 
14. Section 43 l(18) of Title 2 of the United States Code defies the tem "clemiy 
identified" to mean that the name of the pmon involved appears, a photograph or 
drawing of the candidate appears; or the identity ofhe candidate is apparent by 
unambiguous reference. In A 0  1984-15. the Commission s?azcd thet the definition of 
"electioneering message" includes statements designed to urge the public to elect a 
certain candidate or party. or which would tend to diminish public support for one 
candidate and gamer suppon for another candidate. Citing A0 1984-15. the Commission. 
also stared in A 0  1985-14 that 'expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $441a(d) may be made 
without consultation or coordination with any candidate and may be made before the 
p e ' s  general election candidates are nominated." 

Section 100.7(a) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states. in 
pan. that a contribution includes a gift. subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money 
or an>ihing of value for the purpose of influencing a Federal election. Anything of value 
includes all contributions in-kind. 

Section 100.8(a)(I) of Title 1 1 of the Code of F c d d  Regulations defines 
an expenditure 10 include any purchase. payment. distribution. loan, advance. deposit. gift 
of money or an.rhing of value. made by any person for the purpose of influencing any 
election for federal ofice. Section 100.8(a)( I)(iv)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations sates "anything of value" includes in-kind conmbr*ions. Section 
104.1 3(a)(l) and (2) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires titat each in- 
kind conmbution k reponed as both a conuiburion and an expendinin. 

Section 441a(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code prohibits candidates 
or political committees from knowingly accepting any contribution that violates the 
contribution limitations. 

Section 9032.9 offitle 1 1 of the Code of F e d d  Regulations defines a 
qualified campaign expense as a purchase. payment dimitrution, loan. dvance. deposit, 
or gift of money or anylking of Value that is: 

10 
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0 incumd by or on behalf of a candidate or his or h a  authorized committee 
from the date the h d v i d d  becomes a sandkhts b@ the last day of the 
candidate's eligibility; 

0 made in conn&on with his or h a  campaign for nomination; and 

0 neither the incurrence nor payment of which constitutes a violation of any law 
of the United States or of any law of any State in which the expense is 
incurred or paid. 

h expcndinvc is made on behalf of a candidate, including a Vice 
Presidential candidate, if it is made by: 

0 an authorizcd committee or any other agent of the candidate for thc purpose of 
making an expendim; 

e any penon authorized or requested by the candidate, an authorid committee 
of the candidate, or an agent of the candidate to marlrc the expenditure; or 

0 a committee which has been requested by the candidate. by an authorized 
committee of the candidate. or by an agent of the candidate to make the 
expenditure. even though such committee is not authorized in Writing. 

Section 9034.4(e) of Title 11 of the Code of F e d d  Regulations provides 
the fol1oV;ing rules that apply IO candidates who receive public fundiing in both the 
pnmip and general election. Any expenditure for goods or sewices that are used 
esclusively for the pairnary election campaign are attributed to the primary committee's 
expenditure limits: any expendim for goods or services that arc used exclusively for the 
general election campaign am amibuted IO tht general election limits. The costs of a 
campaign communication that docs nor include a solicitation arc aeibuted based on the 
date on which the communication is broadcast. published or mailed. Media production 
costs for media communications that are broadcast or published both before and after the 
dale of the candidate's nomination arc attributed 50% to the primary election limits and 
50% to the general election limiu. Distribution costs. including nich costs as air time 
and advertising space in newspapers. shall be paid for 100% by the primary or genera! 
election campaign depending on when the communication is broadcast or distributed. 
The relevant &~IC for determining whether an expense is for the primary or general 
election is the candidate's dale of nomination. 

Section 9035.1(a)(f ) of Title I 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations. states. 
in pan. that no candidate or his authorized committees shall knowingly incur 
expenditures in connection with the candidate's campaign for nomination that in the 
aggregate exceed flO.OOO.OOO as adjusted under 2 U.S.C. §441a(c). 

11 
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Section a l a @ )  and (c) of Title 2 of the United States Code makes 
publicly-funded candidates subject to expenditure 1imitaUons. Section 9033(b)( I j of Title 
26 of the United States Code requires that, to be eligible to receive public financing in the 
primary election, a candidate must certify to the Commission that. in:er diu. he or she 
and his or her authorized cormittees will not incur qualified campaign expenses in 
excess of the expenditure limitation. Section 441a(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code 
prohibits candidates or polit id committees from k n o h g l y  making expendims in 
violation of the primary election expenditure limitation at 2 U.S.C. §441a@). 

BACKGROUNQ 

During !he audit fieldwork, the Audit staff requested station documentation for all 
media ads placed on behalf of the Primary Committee by its media vendor. Further, the 
Audit staffrequested bank statements, including all enclosms, for d1 bank acc~unts 
maintained by the media vendor and used to make payments for media ads placed on 
behalf of the Primary C~mmittee.~ The Primary Committee stated initially that bank 
statements for the media vendor's account used to handle the Primary Committee's 
acriviv. although requested would not be provided to the Audit staff because the bank 
account used by the media vendor also contained activity related to other clients. 
Subsequently, the Primary Commiaee provided certain canceled checks purported to 
represent checks issued by its media vendor for Primary Committee media buys; station 
documentation for cmain media flights was also provided.' 

Based on our review of the documentation made available. the Audit staff 
determined that the Primary Commitlee's media vendors were Squier b p p  Qchs 
Communications (SKO) and November 5 Group, Inc. RJov 5). firnary Committee 
media ads' that aired in June 1995 through March 1996 were placed by SKO. Starting in 
Ma) 1996 through August 21. 1996. all Primary Committee media ads were plxed by 
No\. 5.' Both SKO and Nov S maintained ai least one bank account each at the National 
Capital Bank of Washington. From these accounts, funds were disbursed to television 
sta~ions in payment of media ads on behalf of the Primary Committee. According to a 
newspaper article (The Washington Post. Sunday. January 4. 1998. A Section) Robert D. 
Squier. William N. Wapp, Mark Penn. Douglas Schoen and Dick Morris were each a 
panner in Nov 5. 

For Title 26 wdru of pnmuy and general election candidates. these records may a h  be 
cumined at the ofices of the media fum 

Media flighu represent a pmod of tune UI which one or more media ads w m  placed. 

Throuphout LIS Memonndum. "f'runq Cornminee .d" refers io an advertrserncnt paid for by 
the Rtmuy Commrcc. It does not include ads that may k related to the pnnwy election but 
were paid for by the DNC either direct) or through VMOU Democntic state parry committees. 

No Runq Comminee media ads were placed dunng the pnod August 199.5 through February 
I996 
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Mr. Squier and Mr. Knapp arc parmns at SKO, the Rimary Committee's 
principal media vendor. Mr. PCM and Mr. Schoen are parmas at Pam + Schom 
Associates, Inc. (PSA) the primary Comminee's poUhg firm! Mr. Moms was a media 
consultant 

In addition, the Audir d n o t c d  instances whne canccled checks issued by 
SKOMov 5 contained annotations such as "DNC" or "DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
COMM/STATE PARTY." Station documentation (also known ~PS station affidavits) 
issued by the broadcast station contained i n f o d o n  such as the date, time, name or 
other reference to an ad aired, amount charged for air h e ,  and the television station that 
aired an ad, BS we11 as a section that contained the name of the advertiser and product. In 
many instances, the advenim/product section contained referrnces such as "democratic 
national comminee". "dndclinron gore '96" or "dnc." 

On July 2, 1997, the C o d s s i o n  issued subpoenas to the Primary Committee, 
SKO. and Nov 5 in order to obtain media reconciliations. station documentation not 
previously provided, all bank statements. sll canceled checks and debit advices issued by 
the media vendor on behalf o f  the Primary Cornmince and all deposit tickeWslips and 
credit advices associated with the deposit of Primary Comminet funds into any 
account(s) maintained by SKO or Nov 5: 

Counsel for the Primary Committee responded on behalf of the Primary 
Committee. SKO and Nov 5 .  In response, media reconciliations. all missing station 
documentation for flights. and a VHS tape of Primary Committee media ads were made 
available for review. SKO and Nov 5's bank statements and enclosum represented as 
specifically related to Primap Cornminee transactions were also made available. 
However. the bank StafCmCntS contained redactions. 

In order to obtain all bank records related to these accounts, the Commission 
issued a subpoena to the National Capital Bank of Washington on September 3.1997, for 
all bank statements. enclosures, including canceled checks. deposit items and all debit 
and credit advices for the identified accounts maintained and used by SKO and Nov 5 .  
Yhe period covered was April 1995 through December 3 I ,  1 996. The National Capital 
Bank of Washington (the Bank) submined bank statements. and all enclosures which 
could be remeved from the Bank's records systems for the accounts requested. 

b It appears that !he resulu of polls. advenumg ICSIS and mall USIS w m  used to develop media ads. 

Media reconciliations were prepared by h e  media fum and contained information such as, client 
name. flight date. ad name. broadcast sutrons used. check number used to pay a specific station. 
p u  billmg. net paid io station. net due IO stations. commusion charged. amount due From client 
and amount received From client. 

t 
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on Jan . and 30,1998, the Commission issued additional subnoenas to - -  
SKQ and N O ~  5 in order to obtain additional media documentation inclmdin'g media 
reconciliations (in elcstronic format), certain bank records, VHS tapes, and station 
documentation for all advertisements paid from the SKO and Nav 5 accounts by or on 
behaif of the DNC or any state or local party committee, or was Bssociated in MY way 
with the DNC or any state or local party committee. The period covered WBS AM1 1, 
1995 through August 28,1996. 

The Audit staff reviewed all docmentfdon provided by the Rimary Committee 
and all documentation received as a result of the abow wbpoenas. Out P t v i n ~  found that 
during the period June 1995 through August 28,1996, media ads wm placed by §KO 
and/or Nov 5, &e cost of which was funded dimtly or indirectly by the Democratic 
National Committec (the DNC).' The cost ofthe DNC media ads was %42,373,336? 
During the same period Primary Committee media ads were placed by SKO and/or Nov 
5. the cost ofwhich (SI 1,731,101) was funded by the Pnmery Committee. 

Our review also found that the DNC wired fun& & i d y  to SKQ andlor Nov 5 
bank accounts. In addition, the DNC itemized on its FEC reports disbunements of funds 
directly to state party committees; once received the state party comnmittees wired funds 
to either SKO's or Nov 5's bank accounts. In the case of one sate party committee. the 
Pennsylvania Bcmocratic Committee. it was noted that in exccss of U,OOO,OOO was 
nlred to identified accounts maintained by SKO and Nov 5. Credit advices included with 
SKO's and NQV 5's bank statements identified the funds as wire transfers originating 
from CoreStates Bank. fhesc credit advices contained the following notation 
"CORESTATE PHIL [apparently Philadelphia] ORG=COMMERCIAL LOAN 
H A W S B U R G  HARRISBURG FIS ORG j tOlOl  PA OO"." 

PLACEIIEIT OF PRIMARY COVWIITEE AND DNC ADS BV §KO AND NOVS 

The chan below depicts the dates of and amounts due to broadcan stations 
relative IO the placement of Primary Committee ads and DNC adsrr undertaken by SKO 

a Audii work performed to prepare t h i s  Memorandum did not include an examination of the DNC's 
or sute purres' bank or ofher inreml finurcral records. Disclosure repons (DNcIscarc pany 
comminetr) filed with the FEC were rrviewed. 

This figure reprercnu the mount due io brordcasi smtions relative to ads placed and aired. 

On February 21. 1998. the Commission issued a subpoena to CoreStates Bank in order to obfain 
any and all dccummmuon u m i a i d  with fhe apprnnt commmirl loan. To date a UtiSfrnory 
mponse has not ken received Rclimmu)r responses received 8ppeU to indicate that lhe rnurce 
of funds wired to SKO and Nov 5 was not. LR whole or pan h m  lhe proceeds of a commercial 
loan issued by CoreSures B a d  Cumntlg. an affidavit has bem sent to CoreStates Bmk seeking 
confumation of issues addmssed LR the subpoena. 

Throughout this Memormdum. 'DNC ad" refm to any rdvmircment paid for by the DNC either 
duectly or through various Democratic sute pury commincer. 

* 

I* 

I1 

14 



15 
ilii 

15 

andlor Nov 5. d o n  WBLS obtained fiom media reconciliations prepared by 
SKO and/or Nov 5. 

06/27/95 - $2,304,274 

03/08/96 - 
03/25/96 

538,932 

05/04/96 - 1.185.882 
093 1 I96 

07/09!96 - I 7.972.013 
08.2 1 I96 

13/01/96 - 
13/27/96 

2,487,795 

16/01 I96 - 11.169,521 
17/09/96 

1711 0196 - 2,764252 
18/2 1/96 

18/21/96 - 1,944,252 
18/28/96 

I 

I $42.373.336 

Initially, during the period June 27,1995 through July 24.1995 only Primary 
Committee ads were a i d .  During the period August 16,1995 ahrough March 5.1996 no 
P r i m p  Committee ads aired; however. nearly SI 5.7 million was spent by the DNC to 
broadcast DNC ads. The next period. March 7.1996 through March 27,1996, both 
Phmar?. Committee and DNC ads were aired. These panems continued through August 
21,1996. Only DNC ads aired during the period from August 22,1996 to August 28. 
1996 (the Candidate's dale of ineligibiliry). 

15 
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dY Primary C o d n e e  ads were NU (6I27D5 - 7/24/95). then 
only DNC ads (8116195 - 3/5/96). followed by both Primary Cornminee and DNC ads run 

1996; however, during the period August 21,1996 through August 28,1996, placement 
cost for DNC ads, totaled $1,944352 (excluding commissions). It should be noted that 
the DNC rrportcd the cost of DNG ads which aired August 15,1996 through August 28, 
1996 as expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 8441a(d). 

(3/8/96 - 8R 1/96). Finally, no c O & t & ~  ads p l d  aAer AugUn 2 1, 

As can be easily identified, two distinct p m s  exist. They are: 1) periods of 
time when only Primary Committee ads w m  aind and pzriods of tirne when only DNC 
ads wcre ah& and, 2) periods of time when both DNC and Rimary CommitteC ads were 
aired. 

EVIDENCE OF COOROI NATION 

The items discussed below indicate coordination and cost sharing bmNtm the 
Primary Committee and the DNC. As of the clox of audit fieldwork, documentation 
with respect to allocations of costs between the Primary Committee and the DNC had not 
been reviewed. 

Shared Production EXD enses 

On May 8.1996, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee $10.605.96 for 
production expenses related to a shoot in Iowa (2110196 - 2/11/96). dubbingkhipping 
costs and film shoot and travel expenses. Attached to the invoice war a breakdown of 
expenses which totaled 62 1.2 I 1.91. These expenses were allocated ~gually be8vm the 
Primary Comminee and the DNC. The Primary Cominee paid SKO S10.605.96 toward 
these expenses. Information was not available with which to verify the DNC's payment. 
On the same date. SKO invoiced the Primary Committee S10.605.68 for expcnses 
associated with "Shoot footage of Clinton a1 White House for Video - ' IOW~NCW 
Hampshire'." Supporting documentation for all related sub-contract expenses was 
annotated with the DNC's account code. The Primary Committee paid SKO S10.605.68 
on Map 3 1.1996 

In anothe. instance involving SKO. the Primary Committee was invoiced 
523.076.90 for expenses related to B-roll shoot (P-9/96 - 3Q0196). Attached to the 
invoice nas a breakdown of expenses. which totaled $46,153.80. These expenses were 
allocated equally bcnveen the Priman. Committee and the DNC. The Primary Committee 
paid SKO 523.076.90. Information was not available with which to verify ?he DNC's 
payment. 

Finally. on September 16. 1996. SKO invoiced the Primary Committee 
S15.829.65 for expenses associated with an ad entitled "Nobody". Supporting 
documentation includes an invoice from Interface Video Systems, Inc. for 
dubbingkatellite charges totaling 51.215. O f h e  5 detailed charges noted on this invoice. 

16 
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thm charges. to $984, were annotated C/G and two c , totaking 323 1, wen 
annotated DNC. The SKO invoice included only the Primmy Codttcc 's  portion of the 
dubbing and satellite charges (3984). The job title line states 'Nobody' and 'Them' / 75 
VHS and 23 BCSPlMike McMillen." The words '"Nobody" and "Them" were annotated 
C/G and DNC respectively. 

As discussed below under The TV Ads, the PRmary Committee ad Nobody and 
the DNC ad Them were exactly the same in audio and video content." Both ads ran in 
Augun 1996. 

Of the rCmaining 10 SKO invoices issued to the Primary Committee and 
associated with production expenses. all but two contained motpations indicating DNC 
related charges. 

PLACEM~EKT 0 FADS 

Coordination between the Primary Committee and the DNC as evidenced in the 
placement of cenain ads by Nov 5 was noted during OUT review. 

During the period May 25,1996 to May 3 1,1996. Nov 5 on behalf of the Primary 
Committee placed ads totaling $1.101.062. During the same period, Nov 5 on behalfof 
the DNC placed ads totaling $563.253. The DNC ads and the Primary Committee ads 
were placed with the same 1 12 broadcast stations. With respect to ads placed with 109 
(of the I 12) stations. the checks issued by Nov 5 to the nations on behalf of the DNC or 
the Primary Comminee were in the same amount. For example, during this period, Nov 5 
placed ads at the broadcast station WCCO. Nov 5 issued check number 2146 in the 
amount of 513.855 to the station on behalf of the DNC for ads placed. This check was 
annotated "dnc/state party committee". In addition. Nov 5 issued check number 243 1 in 
the amount of $13.855 10 the m e  station on behalf of the Primary Committee for ads 
placed. However, i t  should be noted that the media reconciliation for this period 
indicated that only 573.049 in ads were placed on behalf of the DNC. In response to our 
inquiry. a representative of Nov 5 stated. "[tlhe media buy was scaled back considerably 
after the checks were sent to the stations. The stations kept ther money and applied the 
surplus to the next media buy placed by the DNC. The actual amow& are reflected in the 
media reconciliations previously provided IO you." 

Even though the DNC's media flight "was scaled back considerably" the initial 
placement of the ads indicates coordinatian with ads placed on behalf of the Primary 
Committee. 

I2  Near the end of each ad a "PAID FOR BY .. *' appears supenmpored on the video ponion. for the 
DNC ad the payer IS the DNC or a state pany organuauon. for thc Primary Comrninee ad, the 
payer IS the R u ~ a ~ y  Cornmince. 
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Furthew r other DNC media flights and ommiaee media flights 
both covering the same time period, Primary Comminec and DNC ads were placed at the 
same stations, however, the amounts charged by the stations wepc not exactIy the same 
with respect to DNC ads versus primary ColnnmiRcc ads as placed 

involves I Nindard form memorandum for authorization of production and air time 
purduwd. One section of this memorandum states "The cost will be allocated 
a 
"attorneys to determine." The following individuals were named recipients of this 
memorandum: Petcr Knight (primary Committee - Campaign Manager), Ted CaRer 

(then White House Deputy Chief of Staff), BJ. Thornberry (DNC Cbief of Staff). Bill 
b p p  media Consulmt, SKOMov 5). Jeff Kmg (DNC Finance Division), Doug 
S o d  (white H o w  Political Affairs D i o r ) .  Brad MarshaU (DNC Chief Financial 
Officer), Lyn Utrccht (primary Committee 's Gencral Counsel) and Joan Pollitt 

Another indicator of coordination between the Rimary Committee and the DNC 

% for the DNC and % for CliitodGore '96." The next line states 

(Primary Committee - Chief -tins Officer/Depu~y Campaign Manager). Htuold I C ~ S  

(TrCasm - PrimarJl Committee). 

One authorization memorandum. dated July 3.19%. from Harold Ickes and Doug 
Sosnik to Jennifer O*Connor (then Special Assistant to the h i d a t )  authorized SKQ 10 
produce 1 spot. Within the section entitled "other" the memorandum states: 

Tobacco " 

2) DNC buy - Sl.1 [million] - 7/10- 7/16 
3)  dubbing and shipping - c-g - S5,QQO 
4)  production - f 14,000 - c-g 

1) C-G buy - S617.000 - 719 - 7/16 

with respect IO allocation. the memorandum states "attorneys to determine". 

No\* 5 placed Primary Committee ads totaling S468.682 (First Time) and 
5915.627 (Hold) during the period July 9,1996 through July 16,1996 and July 11. 1996 
through July 18. I996 respectively. Nov 5 placed DNC ads totaling 15457,030 during the 
period July IO, 1996 through July 16.1996. The Primary Committee ad "First Time" 
addressed children wing smohng for ?be fim time. The DNC ad "Enough" included, 
among other topics. school antidrug proprams. 

In First Time, President Clinton's stated position to "stop ads that teach our 
children to smoke" is conwasted to Dole's stated position of opposing M FDA limit on 
tobacco ads that appcal to children and his position that "cigarettes aren't necessarily 
addictive" and presents KO the viewer a choice "Bob Dole or President Clinton who's 
really protecting our children?" The DNC ad, entitled Enough (the audio and video 
portion is very similar to DNC ads "Another" and "Increased" which also ran in late June 

The Audit staff did not r~ce ive  a copy of an ad@) entitled "tobacco" in VHS fonnai. I J  
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and early July, 19 onmas President Clinton's stated accomplishmMlts in the areas of 
immigration, crime, and school anti-drug programs to stated positions attributed to 
republicans or DoldGingrich mch 8s opposing the protection of UP. workers from 
replacement by foreign workers and the stated c o q u e n c e s  of "the Dole Gingrich 
budget" such as to rrpeal agptoved funding for 100.000 new police and to authorize less 
hding for school anti-drug prograant. ' b e  DNC ad concludes with "~nly President 
Clinton's plan p r o w  our jobs our values." 

The Primmy ad mentioned Bob Dole and his views which are conrrasted to 
President Clinton's - the DNC ad mentioned the Dole Gingrich budget and Dole Gingrich 
attcmpts to cut firnding to programs endorsed by h i d e a t  Clinton. The fomm presmts 
a stated choice Dole or Clinton, while the DNC ad presents the clear message that "only 
Presidm! Chton's plan protects our jobs our values." In the opinion of the Audit staff, 
both ads are designed to gama public support for a ceriain candidate, aamely President 
Clinton and d d s h  public support for Bob Dole. A detailed discussion ofthe content 
of all 37 DNC ads aired during the primary period is included below. 

Another indicator of coordination is contained in an authorization memorandum 
h m  Jennifer O'Connor (then Special Assistant to the Resident) to Peter Knight, B.J. 
Thombeny, Brad Marshall, Ted Carter. Joan Pollitt, Lyn U m h t  and Joe Sandier 
(General Cowel ofthe DNC), with a copy going to Harold Ickes. This memorandum 
relates. in part. "Harold has authorized payment of the following SquierlKnapplOchsl 
invoices With corresponding authorization forms. Authorkation is to pay only costs 
which meet the DNC and Re-elect policies. including travel policies."" The 
memorandum listed authorizations to purchase both production and ab time with respect 
to the DNC and the Primary Commince. 

Poi ling'' 

In response to an Audit staff inquiry concerning various polls conducted on behalf 
of the DNC and the Primary Comminee. Ma& Penn. as president of PSA. stated in an 
affidavit that 

"beginning in April 1995 until November 1996, I presented 
polling rcsulu at meetings held at the White H o w  residence, 
genedly or) a weekly basis. The results were presented 
simulraneously to Ihc representatives of ClintodGore, the 
White How and the DNC who were in attendance at these meetings." 

The Audit npRhrs no4 twmcd any of these *policy" docummu 11 this time 

The Regululons. aI I 1  CFR io6 4 - Alloution of Polling ttpcnscs - p v i d e s  for the s h m p  of 
poll results and alloution of c m  related thento. The con of all Runvy Cornmince and DNC 
(gnmuy) polls touled 53.113316 The COS rlloured IO the Rmary Commince was 51,732,752 
(54%) while the DNC share roulcd f1.450.464 (46%). The Audit St.8 viewcd chis allocation of 
cosu tu rrwnnbic. 

I. 
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Mr. Penn also states he presented polling results to Senator Chris Dodd and 
Donald Fowler, Co-Chairmen of the DNC. at separate briefings. 

In response to our inquiry. Joseph E. Sander, General Counsel ofthe DNC, in a 
later, dated April 8,1998. to Lyn Utrcchk General Counsel of the Primary Comminet 
stated,inpatt: 

“this will respond to your !quest for i n f o d o n  about the 
distribution of information from polls conducted by P m a  Schocn & 
Berland (formerly known as Penn & Sch0en)jointly foe the I)ano=tk 
National Committee (“DNC”) and either CIintodGore ‘96 Rimary 
c o d t k ~  or ClhtodGore ‘96 @Id Codt&t?,  the Costs O f  polls 
have bcm shared by the DNC and one of the CliatonlGore committees. 

The purpose of these polls. conducted during 1995 and 1996, was 
to determine the Democratic Pany’s message and politid strategy for 

sponsored media and Pany-created campaign matrrials, and of developing 
message and strategy for the field operations run by the state D+mocratic 

Parties, with assistance and partial funding by &e DNC. on behalf of the 
entire Democratic ticket in the i 9% general elmion. 

purposes both of creating P q  communicatioll& iclllding Parry- 

1 am advised that. to these ends: 

( I )  All poll results were made available in hll to the DNC’s media 
consultants (SquierKnappIOchs. Message Advisors. Sheinkopf & 
Associates and Marius Pencmer, and November 5 Group) who created 
Part) issue advertising for the DNC and Democratic state party 
committees, advertising which was run in 1995 and 1996.“ 

In the Audit staffs opinion. the above items discussed under Production, Ad 
Placement and Polling demonstrate that coordination between the White House, DNC. 
SKO. No\ 5 and the Primary Comminec existed with respect to the development and 
placement of both R i m q  Committee and DNC media ads. 

The information discussed above was gleaned from our review of bank records. 
media flight reconciliations for time buys @repared by SKO or Nov 5). affidavits and 
invoices issued by the broadcast stations. internal documents prepared by the Primary 
Committee related to the planning and purchase of TV air time, production invoices and 
related documents. most of which were obtained as a result of subpoenas issued by the 
Commission to SKO and NOV 5 and their bank, and the Primary Committee. Also 
obtained via subpoena were video tapes represented to conlain all ads placed or run on 
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behalf of the ommime or the General committee; tapes represented to 
contain all ads paid for or run on behalf of the DNC or any state or 10-4 pany committee. 
or associated in any way with the DNC or any state or locdpasty cornminee and related 
to any transactions in two bank accounts used by SKO annl NQV 5 for the period April 1. 
1995 through November 5.1996. In rtspoase to these subpamar the Audit Mrece ived  
a total of 13 video cassettes containing 13 Primary Comuttee ads, 53 General 
Committee ads, and 8 12 DNC ads.'' 

As noted in the previous sections, there WBS apparently coordination between the 
DNC and the Primary Committee concerning the production and placement of television 
ads during the period h m  April 1995 to August 1996. T h e  Fd Report of the 
Committee on Governmental ALffain. United States Senate - Investigation of Illegal or 
Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election Campaigns (ths Senate 
Report) provides additional information. According to the report, reprcscntatives h m  
the White How.  the DNC, and CbtodGorc would meet at the White House 
approximately once a week to discuss media. polling, spccch writing and policy and issue 
positioning." In July. 1995. it was first explained that DNC funds would bc used to pay 
for ads during the primary campaign period." According to testimony provided by 
Richard Moms, the General Counsel of the DNC and the General Counsel ofthe Primary 
Comminee "laid down the rules of what advmiscmenps--of what the content of 
adveetisemcnts and the timing of the media buys could bc in connection with the 
Democratic National Committee advertising and in comiection with the Clinton-Gore 
advertising."" Finally, Exhibit 5-6 of the Senate Repon - a memo for the hsident,  Vice 
President. Fanetta, Ickes. Lieberman. Lewis and Sosnik only, apparently dated February 
22, 1996. sets forth the amount of funds relative to DNC media buys and " C G  media 
buys from Februar). 1996 through May 28. 1996. In summdzing the amounts for DNC 
and CG buy. this language is included: 

"8. Total Clinton Gore Money through May 28: S2.5 mil. 

I .  Unless Alexander is nominated and we cannot use DNC money 
to attack him. 

1. If Dole is nominated. we need no additional CG money media 
before May 28 since we can attack Dole with DNC money 

- -  

In the ux of the DNC ads. thm appeared to be S9 ads which were then duplicated for use by 
vanou~ w e  pury q m m t i o n s  The content of the ads i s  identical excqn for the 2 U.S.C. 
44 Id(aX3)sument (e.&. paid forb! the Ohio Dcmmtic  Pmy). 

Senate Repon at page 116. citing Moms deposition. p. 124. 

Accordmg IO media records. the DNC ads fnt nn between 8118/95-8/31/95. 

M o m  deposiaon. pp. 117- I8 u cited in the Senate Repon. 

l a  

I. 
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DNC money now thtough May 28, S 

The placement cost for DNC media buys for the period 2/13/96 through 5/31/96 
was about $12 million; the placement cost for Primary Committee media buys for the 
period 3\8/96 through 5/3 1/96 was S 1.72 million. 

Notwithstanding the excerpts horn the Senate hpr! cited above. the evidence 
developed during audit fieldwork in the Audit staffs ophion, demonstrates that 
coordination existed ktwem the DNC and the primary CommituK concming th: 
production of ads and the purchase of broadcast time to air those ads. 

Our review of 37 DNC ads made available and which, according to station 
invoices and the media finns’ reconciliations of DNC buys, m during the primary 
campaign period indicates that Resident Clinton, the candidate. was clearly identified in 
these ads. and that the ads appeared to convey electioneering messages. 

A review of the audio and video portions of each of the 37 DNC ads found that 
the candidate in addition to being featured in the video portion of ads is referred to during 
the audio portion as “President Clinton”, ‘?he 42nd president“, %e president” - in one 
ad, the candidate’s voice is the entire audio portion. 

SAME AUDIO AND SAME VIDEO AS PRIMARY CONMITTEE ADS 

In the case of three separate DNC ads which ran during the period 8-15-96 
through 8-28-96. the audio and video content of the DNC ads arc exact facsimile? of 
three separate Primary Committee ads (and nearly identical to a fourth) which ran during 
h e  period 8-1-96 through 8-11-96. The ad number, name of ad and text appear at Exhibit 
e I .  The DNC paid nearly 82.1 million to run these ads @Ius one additional - Risky, 
discussed below) during the period beginning two weeks prior to the candidate’s 
nomination at the convention. In August. 1996. the Pnrnwy Committee using its ads 
wth the same content as the DNC’s, paid 54.1 million to run ad flights containing these 
ads. 

Two pain of ads (PI I ”  REAL TICKET CG13-30 & D795 DOLUGINGRICH 

of who should be in the oval office given the stated corlsequrnres “if it were Bob Dole 
sitting h m  [in the Oval Office].” The last pair (PI3 BACK CG09-30 & D794 SCHEME 
DNC1227-30) conveys IO the viewer -“president Clinton meeting QUI challenges bob dole 
gambling with our futurr.” In the Audit s m s  opinion, all of the above ads conlain an 

DNC1228-30; PI2 NOBODY CG14-30 BD796 THEM DNC1229-30) raise the ~ U C S ~ ~ C ?  

%enr the end of each ad 8 “PAID FOR BY ...” appeln superimposed on the video portion. for the 
DNC edr the payer is identified u the DNC or a sutc pny organization. for the b u y  
Cornmince edr. the payn is identified as the Prirnay Cornmince. 

This identifier was assigned by the Audit suff to denote a Pnmuy Cornmince ad (e.&. PI h u g h  
PI)): runiluly to denote a DNC ad. the Audit suuffwipcd idrniifim DI h u g h  B812. 

m 
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electionening m - the content of each ad is designed e the public to elect a 
certain candidate - namely President Clinton instcad of Bob Dole. 

The cost of these DNC ads was reported by the DNC PIS ai expenditwe made 
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) on behalf of the CandidWs general election campaign. 

The Audit staff identified five DNC ads whkh &cd during 19% in which the 
candidate's position on the budget, Medicare, education, taxes, assault weapons, welfm, 
children, the economy is juxtaposed to Dole's positions or Dole's legislative record (see 
Exhibit #2 for text of ads). Thm of the five ads (No, $Proof, and Facts) ran between 
3/29/96 and 5/3/96 in flights involving S5 million in g!acrment CON to broadcast 
stations. The voice-over relates to the viewer "Dole says no to the Cliinton's plans it's 
time to say yes to the Clinton plans yes to America's families." 

The fourth ad, entitled Economy, discusses the President's position on jobs, 
unemployment benefits, womenowned companies, job Oaining and interest rates and 
points out that under "the Dole GOP bill" and "a Dole amendment" the* arcas of the 
economy would suffer. This scenario is then contrasted with infoxmation on "toeIay['s]" 
economy - record consauction jobs. lower mortgage rates, new jobs - highlighting "the 
President's plan for a better future." 

The fifth ad in th is  category. entitled Risky. ccmtraStS the Mident 's  tax cut or tax 
proposals which would benefit working families agairst Dole's legislative record on 
axes and the pubported effect of these taxes on Medicare. education and the environment. 
The Economy and Risky ads ran during the period 76!4/96 through 8/28/96 in flights 
where the air time charges totaled nearly 54 million (IEconomy S2.0 million; Risky $1.94 
million in m e  flight with Them mentioned above). 

Here again. as was the case in the pmiow discussion. the viewer is presented 
with a choice between two candidates-the President and his stated accomplishments and 
proposals s h o w  as favorable versus Dole and his record as stated and possible 
consequences of his positions and proposals. 

CLIXTON'S POSITIONS VS "DOLE G IN GI-S 

The third category of ads classified by the Audit staff involved 12 ads in which 
the President's record and/or positions am compared to the record andlor positions or 
proposals represented as associated wth "the Dole Gingrich budget plan," "Dole 
Gingrich anack ad." and "Dole and Gingnch" voting record or proposals. These ads. the 
text of which is at Exhibit #3, ponray the President's stated accomplishments on topics 
such as Medicare. education. taxes. environment. budget, and immigration compared to 
the attempts and seemingly undesirable effects of actions or proposed actions attributed to 
Dole Gingnch. These ads ran in flights which aired during the period from 4/12/96 
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through 7-1 9-96 ( Table a h  ran during 1/18196-2/1/ e placement cost for 
flights totaled SI8 million. Although Dole isl'coupled" with Gin&ch in these a&, 
during this time period Dole was the "presumptive neminee." The message conveyed to 
the viewer is a choice bawcen the President and his policies and Dole. 

1 .. !&INTOWS POSITIONS vs " THE REPUE I L I W S  POSITIONS 

During the primary pcriod mainly h m  8/16/05 to 1/24/96? 13 DNC ads were 
aired that discussed President Clinton's position on topics such as M e d i m .  education. 
taxes, Welfare reform, environment, family medical Irave, and a, bdsncod budget; the 
placement cost for flights during this period containi,ig these ads waf S13.35 million. 
Against these positions. the stated positions. goals. and consqumces of d o u s  
proposals tied to "republicans in Congress", the republican budget, or just "republicauns" 
are discussed (sce Exhibit M). In 7 of thex ads, although not mentioned in the audio 
portion by name, Dole is pictured at least once during the video portion. 

The remaining four DNC ads. entitled Drcar~s, Victims, Chllenge, Welfare. are 
thematic in nature and present topics such as the Pmidwt's college tuition tax cut, the 
President's balanced budget, the President's plan fox welfare reform, and the President's 
plan to address women victims of domestic abuse (SIR Exhibit #5). Thrre of the four 
DNC ads ran in flights during L e  period 2/13/96 thr~~gh 3/27/96; the DNC ad entitled 
Dreams ran 6/12/96 through 6/18/96. President Clinton is feanvcd at least hKice in the 
video portion of each ad. and 'The President's plan '' or propods made by the President 
are mentioned in the voice-over or audio portion of each ad. 

It  appeared. based on information analyzed as of the close of audit fieldwork, the 
placement of DNC ads was coordinated with the plmxment of the Primary Committee 
ads. Further. the DNC ad campaign was developed. implemented, and coordinated with 
Ihe Pnmap CommiRee. Finally. it is the opinion oFthe Audit staffthat the cost Qf the 
DSC ad campaign. calculated at 546.580.358 @lacement costs ofS42.373.336, 
commissions of $4.1 73.339 and identified pmduction costs of f33.683) using records 
currently available. should be viewed as an in-kind conu-ibution to the Primary 
Committee. 

The topic of the cost of DNC ads being viewed as in-kind conmbutions 10 ahe 
Primary Committee was discussed bneffy at chc conferense held at &e close ofaudit - 
fieldwork. The General Come1 of the PrimaJy C o r n i n n  sratcd that the Commission's 
regulations and advisory opinions. and c o w  decisions petmit issue advertising by the 
DNC and saongly disagreed with the Audit staffs opinion that media ads placed and 
aired on behalf of the DNC represent an in-kind contribution to the Primary Committee 
and applicable to the overall expenditure limitation. 

Two DNC ads. entitled Help and Stop. MI kcween 3R9/96 md 5/31/96. 0 
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demonstrate that the media program described above did not constjtute an in-kind 
contribution hrn the DNC to the Pnmary Committ.~. n e  demo-tion should have 
included evidence that the DNC media program was not coordinattd with the Primary 
Committee end that the ads aired did not contain an cleaionming message. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee sated "[t]he Democratic 
National Committee and numerous Democratic state parry commintes broadcast a d e s  
of issue advocacy media advertisements in late I995 and early 1996." 

It should be made clear that the ads. in question, werc adr produced by SKO or 
NovS on behalf of the DNC. Our review did not reveal any payments made by state party 
committees relative to the cost of producing the ads in question. Even though numerous 
state patty commintes wired funds to the Primary Committee's media  IS, the cost of 
air time to broadcast the ads was. in f m  funded by &e DNC. The DNC wired funds 
from its federal and non-federal accounts to state party committees and provided the 
following wire transfer instructions: 

"The DNC has sent two wires to your accounts which arc noted above. In 
accordance with n o d  allocations procedures for ridminisnative/gmmc expenses. you 
should rsansfer the amouni of money sent to your non-federal account to your federal 
account. You should then send one wire from vow Fcdcral a c c o m  to the media firm 
listed below in the amount of the total funds sent to you. 

Please send wire to Squire M98pp Oehs per the information listed below: 

Bank Name: National Capitol Ba& 3 16 Pennsylvania Avc., S.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20003 

Account Name: 

Bank Account Number: 

November 5 Group, Inc. - 
[account number contained in original] 

ABA Routing Number: 054 000 056 

**. This transfer nnds to be done ASAP.  Please a l l  Maureen Carde at 
202-479-5136 to confirm that this w i n  $as been made, complete tb'e attached form, 
8nd fax it lo M811mn 8t 202-479-5135. Thank you for your Ibelp.*+*" mphasis in 
original] 

The appropriateness of this rype of funding by the QNC through the various state 
p q  committees is beyond the scope of this RpOni. 

The response further stated that the Memorandum cited certain alleged 
occurrences as evidence of coordination between the DNC and the Primary Committee. 
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The Prisnsrv comm did not dispute that the ads wm6 COO but objected to the 
"'Audit Division's inaccurate and m&ading discttssion of the facts &raining to the ads, 
and, in some instances (although kclevant) d i m s  that the fm cited show 
coordination." The primnarlr Committee deemed this evidence of coordiition as totally 
imlevant and riddled with faaual erron. 

The PAmar). Committee objected to the Audit staffs usc of invoices that 
indicated production cost was shared between the DNC and the Primary Committee. It 
stated "in only one of the three instances of shared pmduction expcnscs cited in the 
Memoranda is the name of the ad provided. and in that one case, the Audit Division has 
the facts wrong. According to [the] Audit sraff, a S~q~mbtr  16.1996 SKO invoice 
apparently relates to the ads 'Nobody' and 'Thm.' The Audit Division states that the 
Primary Committee and the DNC each paid for a portion of this hvoice. The ad 
'Nobody' is a Primary Comminec ad that never aired, and the ad 'Them' is a DNC ad 
which was amibuted to the 441a(d) limitation. Thm wsis only one ad, a 441a(d) ad aired 
by the DNC , so the facts are not accurate as stated by the Audit Division." 

As another example of "inaccurate and rnislrxtdling discussion", the Primary 
Committee objected to comparisons made with ~ s p e c t  to DNC md mary committee 
media buys during the period May 25 through May 31,1996. as well as comparisons 
made with respect to other media buys that occurred duping similar flights. Even though 
the Primary Committee did not dispute the facts presented in the Memorandum. it 
concluded "the Audit staff has allegedly documented a 'similar pancm' in the placement 
of ads in a week when the Primary committee paid over Sl . I  million to broadcast ads 
while the DNC paid only $73.049. The disparity in the amounts pmhascd by each entity 
is so lvge that it is impossible to make any comparisons about similar panems in the 
placement of ads based on these facts." 

With respect to all other media flights on all other dates, the Primary Committee 
slated. the Audit staff made the general conclusion that Primary Committee and DNC ads 
were placed at the same stations. but added that the amounts charged by the stations were 
not exactly the same. Despite the fact that this statement related to millions of dollars in 
ads. no documentation or specific facts were provided to support the conclusion. 

The rema:Ider of the Primw Committee's response with respect to "inaccurate 
and misleading discussion" covered ( 1 the standard fom used by ClintodGore '96 and 
the DNC for authorimtion of production and time buys, (2) a July 3.1996 authorization 
memorandum from Harold lckes and Doug Sosnik referring to two alleged buys, (3) an 
authorization memorandum to Pnmap comminec and DNC smindicating the Harold 
lckes had authorized payment of cenain SKO invoices. (4) statements made by a Primary 
Committee and Democratic Pam. polling consultant and the DNC's General Counsel, and 
( 5 )  information gathered and conclusions reached by the US. Senate Committee on 
Govcmmenta) A f f a i ~  in its repon on the 9 996 cmpaign. 
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- .  
w m  presented fairly and demonstrated that coorh t idn  occumd between the Primary 
Committee, the White HOU, and the DNC. 

With r e w t  to the Primary committee's ad lentitled "Nobody", this ad according 
to docmenlation made available by the Primary coinmines and its media fum did in fact 
m. Station docummtation, some of which was not;uizcd and/or Signed by a station 
r~psentative,  contained lan-e to the effect "we WBRant that the actual broadcast 
infomation on this invoice was taken fiom our necords." During the period August 15. 
1996 through August 2 1.1 996. the ad "Nobody" abed. For example, documentation 
reviewed for television station KNSD (Los Angeles. CA), indicated that BII ad coded 
CG1430 aired August 20* and August 21"'. Code CGl430 was the productlfilm number 
assigned to the ad "Nobody." The cost of this ad was 154.275. The cost of all ads aired on 
this station during this period. including "Nobody". totaled S13.451.25. The invoice 
contained no reconciling items which, if present, would have indicated ahat an ad($ did 
not air. Primary Committee funds wcrc apparently used to pay this station and the station 
was listed on the media reconciliation for Primary Commitkc ads placed during the 
period. 

The Audit staff did not copy all station invoices for this flight (Augw 15,1996 
through August 2 1. 1996). however, invoices copied indicated the ad "Nobody" also 
aired at television stations KOAA - CO (8/20 - 8/21), WCPX - FL (lj/21), KCMU - MO 
(8/19through8Rl),WMRC-OH ( 8 ~ 0 - 8 R l ) . ~ R V - O R ( 8 / 2 0 - $ ~ 2 1 ) , W P V I  -PA 
W20). "UXP-TN (8/20- 8/21). UTVC -TN (8119- 8/21), W O W  - WI (8QO - 8/21), 
E;HQ - WA (8119 - 8/22)'' and WRAL - NC (8DO .. 8/21). 

The Prim- Committee's assertion that the ad Nobody never aired is puzzling at 
best. given the documentation in the Primary Committee's records. 

The discussion in the Memorandum concerning media ads placed by both the 
DNC and the Primary Conminee during the period May 25.1996 through May 3 1.1996 
was factually comct. Even though approximately S500.000 in ads placed by the DNC 
were not aired. as noted in the Memorandum, the fact that the DNC ads were originally 
placed at b e  same stations for the same amount during the same period as Primary 
Committee ads can be and should be used as a basis to conclud~coordmation existed 
between the DNC and the Priman. Conminee. 

As previously stated. during that p o d  Nov 5 on behalf of the Primary 
Comminee placed ads tolaling SI. 101.06?. During che same period. Nov 5 on behalf of 
the DNC placed ads totaling 5563.253. DNC ads and Primary Committee ads were 
placed with the same 112 broadcast stations. With respect to ads placed with 109 (of the 
1 12) stations. the checks issued by Nov 5 to the stations on behalf of the DNC or &e 

Even rhough the invoice vldiured the ad w a  aired on 8122196. b e  station is listed on the media 
reconciliation made available for ads aired 8/15/96 ahrough 841/96 
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Primary Commi in the Same amount. The Llemo also noted that the 
media reconciliation prepared by Nov 5 for this period indicated that only S73.049 in ads 
were actually placed [actually aired] on behalf of the DNC. 

The import ofthis example, which was not rebed or even addressed by the 
Primary Committee in its reespow, was and still is -the DNC and Primary Committee 
media flights as originally planned, if aired would have resulted in Pnmary ads and DNC 
ads being aired by the same stations during the same time periods by design. The Audit 
Division is not in possession of any information, nor did the Primary Committee offer 
any explanation, as to why the DNC ad flight was "scaled back" nearly 3500,000 or 87% 
of the planned amount- 

With respect to other ads placed on behalf of both the DNC and the 
Committee at the same stations during the m e  period but not always for the same 
amount. it should be noted that the Primary Committee had the same media 
reconciliations and station documentation as reviewed by the Audit staff. Further, during 
the response period provided in the Memorandum, the Primary Committee requested and 
received copies of cenain workpapers in support of statementdfacts contained in the 
Memorandum. At no time did the Primary Committee request workpapers concerning 
DNC and Primary Committee ads i r e d  during similar periods of time but not always for 
the Same amounts. 

The Memorandum contained information noted in a Report of the United States 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs. The Memorandum cited certain statements 
by Richard Moms. The Primary Committee objected to the inclusion of information 
from a memorandum, apparently dated February 22,1996, which stated, in part, if Dole is 
nominated. we need no additional CG money for media before May 28 since we w1 

anack Dole with DNC money. The Primary Committee stated: ''he Audit Division 
misunderstood the point of Mr. Moms' statement. which was that issue ads had to 
discuss current Members of Congress in the context of legislative debate in Congress. In 
fact. as IS reflected in his sworn testimony. Mr. Moms' memo demonsnates how 
forcefully and precisely the DNC and ClintodGore '96 communicated the mles on issue 
advenising IO those preparing the ads. Indeed. it is astonishing that the Audit Division 
would reach an incorrect interpretation of Mr. Moms' memo when his sworn testimony 
on the issue is available.*' 

The Primary Committee misinterpreted the point of Mr. Morris' statement. 
According to the ienimony. Mr. Moms' smerneni referred to his understanding of the so 
called issue ad cutoff date. Mr. Moms stated "if Dole is nominated. don't wony about it, 
because he's in the Senate. and the budget is the big fight, and it's continuing, and we can 
continue to compare the President's position with Dole's position straight through the 28"' 
of May. which was the Memorial Day cut-off that Sandler and Utrecht had decreed." 

Apparently. the so called May 28, 1996 cut-off date was set by Mr. Sandler and 
Ms. Utrecht. In response to the question "[alre you a m  that timing is a key factor in 
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FEC determinati xpms advocacy." Mr. Moms u[y]es. we were 
informed (of) that by Sandier and by Utpecht. and that is why they set the deadline of 
Memorial Day as being the last day on which we could nm issue-on which we could run 
DNC ads." In this deposition, Mr. Morris related that &e Memorial Day cutoff date was 
extended because the RNC continued to run its issue ads. 

The inclusion of this information was mcrcly to fureher substantiate the level of 
coordination that existed behueen the DNC. Primary Comminee and the W t e  House. 

Moreover, language contained in a piecc of correspondence obtained by the Audit 
staff subsequent to the issuance of the Memorandum seems to provide some insight to the 
DNC's "issue ad" activity. The language below is excerpted f k m  a "MEMOMNDUM 
FOR HAROLD ICKES" h m  Joe Sandier discussing the Colorado Republican case then 
before the U.S. Supreme Court. The memorandum was dated Febnravy 8,1996, 
approximately two weeks prior to the apparent date (Feb!uary 22.1996) of the 
aforementioned Moms memorandum. 

"The FEC has adopted a vague and fuay test for determining 
when a party communication or activity counts qaiast these 
limits: it counts if it contains an 'electioneering' measage 
about a clearly identified candidate. (This is the standiud we 
are applying (albeit aggressively) in the current DNC mdia  
campaign. to avoid having the ads count towards the limit 
on expenditures for ClintonIGore)." 

It should be noted that the DNC ads continued to run through August 7.1996. 
The cost of DNC ads aired during the period August IS. 1996 through August 28.1996 
were reported by the DNC as being made on behalf of President Clinton's general 
election campaign pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §44la(d). 

With respect to the remainder of the Primary Committee's assertions concerning 
the use of standard forms. memoranda authorizing media buys, statements made by 
DNCPrimq Committee polling consultant and statements made by the DNC's general 
counsel. again. the Audit staff merely introduced certain documents made available 
during fieldwork as evidence of coordination between the DNC. $it Primary Conunittec 
and the White How as they related to the DNC ads and the Primary Committee ads. 

According to the Primary Committee "issue ads" were timed to avoid airing in 
proximity to the I996 election; no DNC "issue ads" were run after early August 1996; no 
"issue ads" were broadcast during the entire general election pehiod; and, it was the DNC 
stated policy to not broadcast any "issue ads" in a state within thirty days of that statc's 
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uriman election in to ensure that the ad could never be cd to have any 
connection whatsoever with an election.” 

Finally, the primaky Committee stated the Memorandum presented a flawed 
analysis of the DNC “issue advocacy ads” and concluded they we= eieher coordinated 
with the Primary Committee or “imbued” with an electionming message. It was rire 
Rimary Conminee’s opinion that the position taken by the Audit Chision !hat the DNC 
“issue ads” contained electionming messages simply cannot be supported either BS a 
matter of fact or law. In support of its opinion, the primary Committee questioned the 
Audit staffs analysis with respcct to DNC ads that contained the same audio and same 
video as Primary Committee ads; ads that compared Clinton’s positions vs. Dole’s 
positions and Clinton’s positions vs. Dole Gingrich positions; and, Ciinton’s positions vs. 
The Republicans positions. 

Same Audio and Same Video as Primam Comm ittee A& 

The Primary Committee stated the Audit staffcomtly observed that in the case 
of three separate DNC ads which ran during the period August 15,1996 through August 
28.1996, the audio and video content of the DNC ads w r e  exact facsimiles of three 
separate Primary Committee ads and nearly identical to a fourth DNC ad which ran 
during the period August 2. I996 through August 21.19%. With respect to the 4 DNC 
ads. the Primary Committee stated “[w]hether an electioneering message is present, 
however, is imlevant because the expendims for each ofthose ads was amibuted to the 
DNC’s 44 la(d) expenditures. Thus. it was entirely appropriate for the ads to have 
included an electioneering message as well as to have expressly advocated the election of 
President Clinton the defeat of his opponent. There is absolutely no reason for barring 
the DNC from airing an advertisement which is identical to a Primary Committee ad 
when thar ad is charged to the 441a(d) limit.” 

Finally. the Prim- Committee stated rather ironically that “[wlhat is particularly 
troubling about the Audit Division’s finding is that it demonstrates complete carelessness 
in reviewing materials provided by the Comminees. The Audit staff was provided with a 
complete set of media reconciliations from the November 5 Group. 

These reconciliations provided the cost and dates of broahsting of the DNC 
issue ads . . .Thm is no e x c w  for the error because contrary evidence was for all intents 
and purposes staring the auditors in the face. On those very same reconkiliations for the 
periods $11 5/96 through 8/28/96. the phrase ‘44 1 MONEY’ appears on every sheet in the 
upper left-hand comer. It is inexcusable that the appearance of that phrase on every 
single media reconciliation for the period in question did not trigger even a question in 
the auditors‘ minds that the broadcars could have reflected 44 la(d) expenditures.” 

In a foomote. the Runary Commince staled “while his 30-day pfc-prim~ry rule was observed for 
vimially all of the ads. in a feu. insunces ads were run wilhm thvry days of a pnmay. generally 
when these sutions failed 10 pull them as requested.” 

I‘ 
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The Primary Committee appears to concede that the DNC ads aired during the 
period August 2,1996 through August 28,1996 contained elcdonceting messages and 
mention ofa  clearly identified eandidate(s). It should be notcd that Nov 5 media 
reconciliations fur the DNC ads were not p m i d d  to the Audjt sraffuntil the final days 
of the audit fieldwork and not all the reconciliations in question (8/15/96 through 
8/28/96) were annotated with the phrw "441 Money." Reports filed by the DNC did 
disclose expcndinge~ to Nov 5 for mtdia placed on behalf of Pmidmt Clinton putsuant 
to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) in the amount of S2.3W.4O9. According to the media 
reconciliations, the funds were used to pay for ads placed and aired prior to the 
Candidate's date of nomination (8/28/96) in the amount of $2,234,812 (including 
commissions). 

Since the above expenditures paid for ads aired prior to the Candidate's date of 
nomination, the Audit naffdocs not consider the expenditures made pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 
$44 la(d). The fact that the DNC reponed thm as 441a(d) cxpcndinacs is not 
controlling. In the Audit staffs opinion the "bright line" regulations at I 1 CFR 
§9034.4(e) apply because in-kind contributions arc also expenditures by the recipient 
candidate. The "bright line" d e s  apply consiamtly to all campaign expenditures, 
including in-kind contributions paid for by a national sommhte~. Thc geneml 
"bright line" rule is that goods and services used exclusively for the primary or general 
election campaign arc allocable to that election. Othmvisc, expn6iitures for media and 
other communications used for both the primary and general elections are attributed 
bcnveen the primary and general elections based upon whether the date of broadcasts or 
publication is before or after the date of nomination (1 B CFR $9034.4(~)(6)). 
Furthermore. this approach voids the possibility of having expndihurs for identical 
media ads on behalf of the Candidate, broadcast prior to the date of nomination, treated as 
p n m q  and general election expenditures depending on whether the Primary Committee 
or DNC paid for them. As noted a! Exhibin 1, DNC ads entitled DoleIGingricb, Them, 
and Scheme were identical to Primary Committee ads entitled Real Ticket. Nobody and 
Back. The ads do not appear to be exclusively related to the general election. The DNC 
ads and Primary Committee ads wen aired in August I996 prior to the Candidate's date 
of nomination. 

anton's Positions vs. Dole's Positions. CI inton's Pos itions vs. Dole Ginmich 
) v e  '1' 

. .  

The Primary Committee identified certain DNC ads in which President Clinton's 
position on the budget. medicare. education, taxes was compared to Dole's positions or 
Dole's legislative record as well as ads which contrasted President Clinton's position 
with that of Republicans as to various legislative proposals. According to the Primary 
Committee. this is exactly what "issue advocacy ads" were supposed to do. 

With respect to the Primary Comminn assertions that only in a few instances, 
which resulted only when stations faiied to pull them as requested. ads were pull within 
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30 days of a p should be noted that BNC ads were 30 days of 12 
different state primaries/caucus. In one instance with respect to the Washington (State) 
primary held on M m b  26,1996, DNC ads, with a placement cost OfSI32.6I7, were 
aired during the period M m h  7,1996 through March 25.1996. Ths 
offered no evidence that the DNC requested such ads be pulled. 

Committee 

Inespcctive of whether DNC ads ran withia 30 days of a state's primary election 
date, it remains the opinion of the Audit @that DNC ads in question, viewed 
Separately or in total, contained an electioneering message and referenced 8 clearly 
identified candidate. 

Our comments in response to arguments put forth by the Primary Committee 
concerning its view of what the appropriate legal standard under which the DNC ads 
should be evaluated arc contained below. 

A. ?WE LEGAL STANDARD 

The Primary Committee argued that the Audit staff, in rcachhg its 
conclusion that DNC-funded media should be treated as an in-kind conaibution to the 
Primary Committee improperly abandoned the "express advocacy" and "electionming 
message" standards, and. contrary to law. applied a ''pufposc, conmt and timing" test. 
Response at 2-4. 

The Audit Division agrees that. in cases involving spending for speech- 
relared activity, which is made in cooperation with, or at the ~ ~ p e ~ t  oc a candidate 
(including the candidate's authorized political commictces and/or their agents), the 
spending may be considered a contribution to the candidate if the resulting 
communication "clearly identifies" a candidate for f e d d  office and contains an 
"electioneering message." See AOs 1985-14; 1984-1 5." The Audit Civision's reference 

The tern "clearly identified means that the name of the penon involved appears, a photograph or 
drawing of the candidate appears: or the identity of the candidafe is apparent by unambiguous 
reference. 1 U.S.C. 4 431(18) Section 100.17 ofthe Commission's rcgulationsemplifies the 
surure by defining "clearly identified a meaning L e  candidate's name. nickname. photograph. 
or drawing appern. or the idcntin of the candidate is  othmvix apparent rhrough an unambigur~s 
reference such as %e President." "your Congressman." or We incwnbenl." or through an 
unmbrguous reference io his or her SUNS 8s a candidate such a '?he Demomatic presidential 
nommec" or 'the Republican candidate for the Senate in the Sfate of Genrgia". 

The dehition of "elecfionrmng message" mcludcr suacmenu d n i p e d  to urge the public to elect 
a C C M ~  candidate or pmy, or which would tend to dimmish public suppen for one candidate and 
garner suppon for another candidate. FEC s. Cdmodo Republrcon Federal Compoign 
Comrnrrroc. 59 F.3d 1015. 1023 (10th Cu. 1995)(citing A 0  19&0-1S),rcv'donoiherpoundc. 
5 I I U.S. 604 (1996) (The Coun did no: rddmr  L e  content of the a d v c n i m m t s  81 issue); see 
A 0  1965- 14 ("elcctioneenng messages mclude s u m e n u  'designed IO urge the public IO elect a 
cemin candidate or pan?"") (citing Unrrcd~ora v. UnrrcdAuro workers. 352 U.S. 567.587 
(1957)). 

.. 
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to the purpose. d content of the adv~rtisernent~ at is consistent with the 
clearly identified candidatdelectionecnng message standard.y 

Advisory Opmjon 1984-1 5 involved two td&sion advertimncnts which 
the RNC proposed to broadcast. These proposed advedsmcnts each began with an 
image of a Um-cumnt candidate for the Democratic presidcntial nomination. The audio 
component of each advertisement then set forth the candidate's statement or position on 
an issue, and was followed by a reply or retort to that statement. Both adveftiscments 
ended with the statement "Vote Republican." The Commission determined that these 
advertisements had "[tlhc clear import and purpose . . . to d d s h  support for any 
Democratic Party presidentid nominee and to gama sqpopt for whoever may be the 
eventual Republican Party nominee . . . ." The Commission further determined that the 
advertisements "effectively advocate the defeat of a clearly identified candidate." Based 
on these determinations, the Commission explained that "expenditures for these 
advertisements benefit the eventual Republican presidential candidate and arc made with 
respect to the presidential general election and in connection with the presidential general 
election campaign." The Commission concluded that expenditures for the advertisements 
therefore would be reportable either as contributions subject to the limitation set forth at 
2 U.S.C. 8 441a(a)(2)(A), or as coordinated party expenditures subject to the limitation 
set forth at 2 U.S.C. $441a(d). 

A 0  1985-14 involved television, radio and print advertisements. and 
mailers. which the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (DCCC) proposed to 
publish. and which purported to describe Republican policies. A tendered script for a 
televisiodradio advertisement encouraged the viewcrflistena to "[l]et your Republican 
Congressman know that you don't think this is funny . . . ," or in another version of the 
same advertisement. "[ljct the Republicans in Congress h o w  what you think about their 
sense of humor." Another script for a televisiodradio advertisement urged one to let 
" p u r  Republican Congressman" (or in a variant. "the Republicans in Congress") "know 
that their irresponsible management of the nation's economy must end - before it's too 
late." The DCCC submined altemarive scripts, which added the closing statement "Vote 
Democratic" to both of these advenisemems. A sample proposed mailer included the 
statement '*[l]et Congressman X h o w  how you feel." A variant added the exhortation to 
"Vote Democratic." 

Citing A 0  1984-1 5. the Commission concluded that amounts used to fund 
the communications would be expenditures subject to the limitation set forth at 2 U.S.C. 
8 441 a(d) if the advenisement funded by that amount "( 1) depicted a clearly identified 
candidate and (2 )  conveyed an elcctioneenng message." Applying this standard, the 
Commission determined that advertisements which nfmed to "the Republicans in 
Congress" were not subject to limitation under 2 U.S.C. 0 441a(d). regardless whether the 

la As dircusvd below. Ihe Audit Division does no1 agree with Ihe Committees' argument that the 
"express advocacy" standard must be mei before such spending constiwief a conuibuiion IO Ihe 
candidate. 
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advertisement clo th the statement "Vote Drmocmtic.' Commission also 
concluded that dvenisements which referred to "your Republican Congressman" were 
not subject to limitation under 2 U.S.C. 9 441a(d). if the advmiscment did not close with 
the statement "Vote Democratic." However, the Commission on a tie vote was w b l e  to 
decide whether advdsemenu which refemd to "your Republican Congressman" and 
which closed with the statement "Vote Democratic" werc subject to limitation under 
2 U.S.C. 9 441a(d). Finally, the Commission concluded that the costs of production and 
disaibution of the proposed mailer would be subject to lknitation under section 441a(d). 

Significantly, the Commission's determination that the costs of the 
proposed mailer w m  subject to limitation under section 441a(d) was based on the 
Commission's assumptions that the rrferencc to "Congressman YC" indicated that the 
mailer would identify panicular congressmen by name, and that the distribution of the 
mailer would include all or p m  of the district represented by the congmsman identified 
in that mailer. Likewise. the Commission in A 0  1985-34 made clear shila its evaluation 
of whether or not the televisiodradio advertisements w m  subject to limilation under 
2 U.S.C. 5 44la(d) was made with reference to proposed dates on which the 
advertisements were to be nm, stating that: 

m e ]  proposed program is for the purposes of influencing the 1986 
election process and [. . .] these activities will be scheduled for 
approximately the next month [June 19851 and for September 1985. The 
Commission emphasizes that this opinion is limited to the timetable you 
have specified and does not address the implementation of the same or a 
similar program at some later date. 

The Commission's reference IO the place and the timing ofthe 
communicaiive activity makes clear that the determination whether spending for a 
particular communication contains an eleciioneering message requires at least some 
reference to the context in which the communication is published." Accordingly, the 

.. 
The Commission in A 0  1985-14 assumed that the media campaign was developed without 
cooperation or consultatton wilh any candidate. and based i s  anslysir on the theory &at the 
timilations under 1 U.S.C. 5 44 laid) apply to parry expenditures irrespective of coordination with 
a candidate. Likewise. A 0  198.1- I5 involved an RNC media campaign which. in the view of the 
Commission. was mended to benefit "the eventual Republican Pany nominee (for Rnident]." 
Thus. AOP 1985-14 and 1984-15 bo* tnvolved media campaigns which had apurpose of 
mfluencing L e  election of cemin candidates. but which w m  implemented without coordination 
with the u n d i d u .  

'The subsequent Supreme Coun decision in Colorado Rep#blicnn F&nl Campotgn Commirree v 
FEC. 518 US. 604 (1996). held thac the F i s t  Amendmmr prrvmts enfomment of the 
Senion 441a(dX3) limits on mdepcndent expenditures by pany committees in connection with 
congressional election campaigns. Accordingly. the limitations under 2 U.S.C. 0 441a(dX3) now 
apply only to pany expenditurns which uc made m coordination with a congressional candidsrc 
(and/or the candidate's authoriud polrtical commincts and/or their agents). However. the Coun 
did not extend this holdmg IO the Section UIa(dK2) limit applicable IO Residential campaigns, 
declmmg to "address tssucs that might grow out of the public funding of Presidential campaigns". 
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Audit Division p 
conclusion that the advertisemmts in question in this audit should be treated as 

exanlined the broadcast dam and I iu reaching its 
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contri butions. 

Likewise. the purpose of the advertisemars was a n e c e m  and proper 
consideration which had to be weighed befon the Audit Division in this audit could reach 
its conclusion that the DNC spomodp of the media mpaign constitutes an in-kind 
contribution to the Primary Committee. In A 0  1985-14 the Commission explicitly relied 
on the rrprescntation in the Advisory Opinion R q W  that the media program had "the 
clear purpose of Muencing voter perceptions of these candidates with a view toward 
wcakening their positions ar candidates for n-cleetion . . . .'* Similarly, in A 0  1984-1 5. 
the conclusion that the proposed television advdsements were subject to regulation ar 
contributions or coordinated party expenditures was explicitly based, in part, on the 
opinion that "the clear import andpuvose of [the] proposed advenisemcnts [was] to 
diminish support for whoever may be the presidential nominee and to gamer support for 
whoever may be the eventual Republican Party nominee." Indeed. with one exception, a 
purpose of influencing a federal election is an indispensable element for concluding that 
any disbursement of fwds (or other thing of value) is a contribution or coordinated party 
expenditure within the meaning of the Act." See 2 U.S.C. gg 431(8)(A)(i), (9)(A); 
44 1 a(d). 

B. ANALYSIS 

The Primary Committee also argued that, under all relevant precedents, the 
adveniscments in question qualified for treatment as issue advocacy that i s  not subjec: :a 
regulation as conmbutions or coordinated pasty expenditures. Response at 4-24. In 
particular. the Primary Comminee argued that political parties were permitted to 
coordinate wth part?; candidates when making pany expenditures. and that the Audit 
Div~sion's recitation of facts related to such coordination is both irrelevant and 
inaccurate Id ar 5-13. The Primary Cornmince further assened that the advertisements 
did not contain "express advocacy" or an "electioneering message" but only addressed 
pending legislation. Id at 13-24. 

1. Coordination 

The Primap Comminee strenuously argued that coordination 
between a pany and its candidates is both permissible and presumed under current law. 
Response at 5-7. Refening to the Suprcme COUJI'S decision in Colorado Repubhcun 
Fedcruf Cumpuign Committee v. F&C. 5 18 U.S. 404 ( 1  996). the Committees quote a 

518 US. ai 612. Thus. the issue whether or not the Section 44 la(dx2) limit applies in the absence 
of .snul coordination W a n  a na~ronal tomminee and i u  Fresidenrial nominee is unxnltd. 

The payment by my pmon of compcnuiron for the pmonal services of another pmon which are 
rendered to a political comminec wilhout charge IS a conoibution. regardless of purpose. 2 U.S.C. 
6 431(8)(A)(ii). 

la 
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section of the Commission’s brief in that case, in which the Commission explained its 
presumption that party expenditures an made in coordination with its candkbtes. Id. at 
5. The Committees urge that the Commission cannot, in the context of an audit. reverse 
this presumption, and suggest that such a rrvcfSal “can only occur through the d e -  
making process.” Id 

In Colorado Republican FedepaI Campaign Committee the 
Supreme Court rejected the Commission’s position that it may prrswne coordination 
bcrwecn a parry and its congmsional candidates, holding that the Firsn Amcndrnent 
prohibits enforcement of 2 U.S.C. 441a(dX3) l i t s  with respect to expendims for 
media, if the expendim, as a matter of fact, w made independat of my coordination 
or consultation with the candidate. 51 8 US. at 619-23. The Court did not extend this 
holding to the Section 441a(d)(2) limit applicable to Presidential Campaigas, declang to 
“address issues that might grow out of the public funding of Presidential ~ a m p a i p ” .  
5 18 U.S. at 612. Thus. the issue whether or not the Seaion 44:a(d)(2) limit applies in the 
absence of actual coordination between a national commhtee and its Presidential nominee 
is unsettled. In light of this uncertainty, the Audit Division in this audit properly 
scrutinized whaher the media campaign funded by the DNC was implemented in 
cooperation with. or at the request of. the candidate andor his campaign committees. 

The P r i m e  Committee also argued that the Audit Division’s 
examination of coordination between the candidate and the committees was improper 
because 1 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(7)(B) does not apply to parry expenditures for issue 
advocacy. Response at 7-8. The Primary Committee urged that the Commission “has 
never relied on the coordinated expendim provision at 2 U.S.C. 8 441a(a)(7)(B) when 
applying the expenditure limits because it has always presumed political pmies 
coordinate their expenditures with their candidates.” Id. at 8. The Primary Committee 
concluded that “under the electioneering message standard, it is solely the content that is 
determinative without regard to coordination or any other factors external to the ad.” Id. 
The Audit Division respectfully disagrees with the Primary Committee’s characterization 
of the law As discussed above. the electioneering message standard necessarily involves 
an examination of not only the content of a communication. but also the time. place and 
purpose of the communication. 

2 Electioneennr Messare 
- 

The Primw Commiaec next argued that the DNC funded 
advenrsements did not contain an electioneering message. Response at 13-18. The 
P n m q  Committee first reiterated its position that the electioneering message standard 
refers solely 10 Ihe content of a communication. citing Advisory Opinions 1985-14 and 
1995-3 in suppon ofthis contention Response at 13-14. 

As set forth in detail above, the Audit Division believes that. 
con- to the Primary Cornminee‘s arguments, A 0  1985-14 supporls the proposition 
that the electioneering message standard requires an examination of the time. place and 
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purpose, in additio ontenf of a commlmication. ?be Committee's reliance 
on A0 1995-25 appears to the Audit Division to be based on an hcomct and misleading 
characterization of the Views expressed in that opinion. Afier desmibmg the proposed 
advatisements at issue in A0 1995-25. the P m w y  Committee's pcsponse set forth that 
'We Commission did not d e  that the advertisements contained an electionming 
message." Response at 14. While this statement is me, it is misleading to the extent that 
it appears calculated to suggest that the Commission endorsed the described 
advenisements as not containing an eleaioneaing message. 

In fact, the Commission in A 0  1995-25 explicitly declined lo 
address the issue whether or not the proposed advertisements contained an electioneering 
message, stating that "[tlhe Commission relies on [the requesting party's] statement that 
those advertisements that mention a Fed& candidate or officeholder will not contain 
any clcctionming message. In view of this rcpnsmtatioz~ the Commission does not 
express any opinion as to what is or is not an electioneering message by a political parp  
committee.'' A 0  1995-25 at n. 1 (emphasis added). 

Similarly, the Primary Committee represented that the 
expendims for advenisemcnts in A 0  1995-25 "were not found by the FEC to be 
allocable as coordinated party expenditures subject to the 441a(d) limit, even though they 
were to air at a time when [President Clinton) was a candidate for office." Again, the 
primary Committee's statement is technically me. but is misleading to the extent that it 
suggested that the Commission found that the expenditures were not subject PO 2 U.S.C. 
4 44 la(d). In fact, the Commission explicitly left open the possibility that the 
advenisements might be subject to Section 441a(d), stating its conclusion that "legislative 
advocacy media advertisements that focus on national legislative activity and promote the 
Republican Parp should be considered as made in connection with both Federal and non- 
federal elections. unless rhe ads would qualify as coordinated expenditures on behauof 
an!, general election candidates ojthe purty under 2 U.S.C. j 44la(d)" (emphasis added). 

Advisory Opinion 1995-25 thus explicitly declined to address the 
propositions which the Primary Committee contended it supported. and the Audit 
Division rejects the Primary COmmiRCe'S notion that A 0  1995-25 represents "[tlhc 
Commission rraffim[ing] its content-based electioneering message test. . . ." Response 
at 14.* 

Having set out their views on the meaning and application of the 
electioneering message test. the Primary Committee then argued that the DNC-funded 
advertisements in question were indistinguishable from advertisements which the 

The Rmafy Commince 8150 point out the Stmtements of Reasons in Man- Under Review 4246 
demonmate a difference of opmion within the Commission over whether. eonsirtent with the First 
Amendment. the Commission CM rcqum that l e  costs associated with issue advoeacy be 
allocated between federal and non-federal funds. Response at 15. For the reasons previously 
slaied, l e  view of l e  Audit Division IS that l e  sdvenisements in quenion in this audit arc nor 
"issue dvoucy" as was at issue in MUR 4246. 

P 
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Commjssion in A 85-14 and 1995-25 held did not CO 

message. Response at 16-1 8. The Audit Division believes that its conclusion that DNC- 
funded media in this audit should be aeated 
Committee was consistent with the analysis expressed in A 0  1985-14. 

an in-kind Contribution to the primary 

As discussed above, the Commissioa in A 0  198514 concluded 
that the 2 U.S.C. 9 441a(d) limit did not apply to advertisements which r e f a d  to “the 
Republicans in Congress” ( r ~ g a r d l e ~ ~  whetha !he a d v m i m m t  closed With the 
statement “Vote Democratic”), nor to advcrtiscments which referred to ‘’your Republican 
Congressman” (if the advertisement did not close with the statement “Vate Drmocratic”). 
Thus, the advertisements which the Commiuisn in A 0  1985-11 concluded were not 
subject to Section 441a(d) did not depict a “clearly identified candidate.‘ 

In contrast, the advenisements in question in this audit explicitly 
identifj. President Clinton and, in some cases. Senator Dole. Becaw these 
advertisements also address the policies of the President and his Republican opponents in 
a way which. on its face, appears calculated to encourage the viewer to vote for President 
Clinton, the Audit Division believes that the advertisements at issue meet both the 
“clearly identified candidate” and “electioneering message” tests. Indeed, because the 
advertisements in this maner do identify specific Republican and Democratic candidates 
for President, these advertisements an more akin to the proposed d i e t ,  also at issue in 
A 0  1985-14. in which the DCCC intended to identify specific congressmen by m e .  
Based on its understandings that the proposed mailen would identify particular 
congressmen by name, and that the disvibution of the mailer would include all or part of 
the district represented by the congressman identified in that mailer, the Commission 
concluded that the costs of production and distribution would be subject to limitation 
under the Act. 

The Primar?; Commiaee‘s reliance on A 0  1995-25 is equally 
misplaced. As discussed above. A 0  1995-15 explicitly declined to reach the issue 
whether or not the advenisements under scnuiny in that case contained and electioneering 
message. and left open the question whether or not the ads would qualify as coordinated 
expenditures on behalf of any pentral election candidates ofthe party under 2 U.S.C. 
4 44Iald). Thus. even if the Prim= Comminee was comct in its contention that &e 
advertisements in question in phis audit vwe “indistinguishable” kom the advenisements 
in A 0  1995-25, that similarity is meaningless with respecr to the application of the 
electioneering message analysis in this audit. Whatever similarities may be drawn 
between the content of the advertisements in the w o  cases, in this audit it appears that the 
timing and the geographic placement of the media were in fact calculated to serve the 
purpose of garnering support for President Clinton’s re-election campaign. 

3. Exmess Advocacv 

The Prim- Comminee hrrther argued that the express advocacy 
standard. rather that the clearly identified candidatdelcctioncering message standard, was 
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the appropriate te ct-0 whether the Section 441 imit applies to a 
particular party expenditure for media. Response at 4 ("[a] communication which lacks 
any explicit exhortation to vote for a specific candidate can never reach the level of an 
express advocacy communication and therefore. is constitutionally protected speech.''), 
18-23. 

In Buckley w. Vdeo. 424 U.S. 1 (1976). the S u p m e  Court of the 
United States held only that expenditures for communications that are independent fkom a 
candidate (and his or her comminee and agents) are protected &om govcmmcntal 
regulation by the Fim Amendment if the  communication^ do not "in exprcss terms 
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate for f e d d  office." 424 
U.S. at 44. The Court made equally clear that communications that arc authorized or 
requested by the candidate. an authorized committee ofthe candidate, or an agent of the 
candidate arc to be treated as conmbutions by the person or group making the 
expenditure. 424 U.S. at 46-47, n.53. The Court recogniked that coordinated 
expendinares arc mated as in-kind conmbutions subject to the contribution limitations in 
order to "prevent ancmpts to circumvent the Act through prcananged or coordinated 
expenditures amounting to disguised contributions." 424 US. at 4647. 

Consistent with Buckley, courts have not applied the "express 
advocacy" test to contributions or coordimed expendim.  FEC v. Massachusetrs 
Cirizemfor Lye, Inc.. 479 US. 238.259-60 (1986)("We have comistcntly held that 
restrictions on contributions require less compelling justification than restrictions on 
independent spending" (citing FEC 1: Nurionul Conserwatjve Political Action Committee, 
470 US. 480 (1985); Calijornia Medical Association. w. FEC, 453 U.S. 182, 194. 196-97 
( 198 1 ); and Buckley, 424 US. at 20-22)); see also FEC w. Colorado Republican Federul 
Cumpuign Commirree. 59 F.3d 101 5 (10' Cir. 1995) (reversing district court holding that 
express advocacy was necessary for communication to qualie as an expenditure under 
2 C.S.C. 8 41 1 a(d)). vucured und remunded on other grounds. 5 18 U.S. 684 ( 1996) 
CpluraliF op.); Orloski I*. FEC, 795 F.2d 156. 166-167 (D.C. Cir. 1986). The Audit 
Division believes that application of the express advocacy test to coordinated party 
expenditures is unwarranted. 

First. not all coordinated expenditures arc communicative. FOP 
instance. suppose a candidate asks a supporter to pay the campaign committee's electric 
bill. and the supporter does so with a personal check. The conclusion that the supporter 
has thus made an in-kind contribution. in that he has made an expenditure of money to 
pay for a thing of value to the campaign and has done so at the request or suggestion of 
the candidate. is entirely consasteni with the definition of 
431(9)(A) and with 2 U.S.C. Q 441a(a)(7)(B)(i). which provides that coordinated 
expenditures arc contributions. Yet. there is surely no "express advocacy" in the electric 
bill, the supporter's act of paying for it. or the check with which he pays for it. 

at 2 U.S.C. 5 

Second. the vagueness concern that animated the Supreme Court's 
application of the express advocacy test to independent expenditures in Buckley are not 
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present in the case ordinated expcndinuts. In the c 
expenditures," the Buckley Court limited the phrase "for the p w s e  oi . . . influencing" 
to reach O ~ Y  "CO~Unications that expres~ly advocate the election or defat  of a clearly 
identified candidate." 424 U.S. at 80. It did so because it was concerned that the Act's 
requirements for disclosue of independent expenditures above a certain dollar threshold 
"could be interpreted to reach groups engaged p w l y  in issue discussion." Id at 79. 
However. the Court stated that the phrase "for the purpose of.  . . influencing" "'presents 
fewer problems in connection with the defintion of a contribution because of the limiting 
connotation created by the general undemanding of what constitutes a political 
contribution," id at 23-24 n.24, an understanding that the Court acknowledged included 
coordinated expenditures. id. at 46,78. In other words, because "the distinction &tween 
discussion of issues and candidates and advocacy of election or defat  of candidates may 
often dissolve in practical application," id. at 42. it would be difficult to know in advance 
without the express advocacy standard whether a given independent communication had 
a sufficient nexus to a F e d d  election to be subject to the Act; but in the casc of a 
coordinured communication some, and perhaps all, of the required nexus to a Federal 
election may be found in the uct of coordinufion irse!f Id. at 78 ("So defined, 
'conmbutions' have a sufficiently close relationship to the goals of the Act, for they arc 
connected with a candidate or his campaign."). See also Colorudo Republicun, 5 18 U.S. 
at 617 ("mhe constitutionally significant fact. . . is the lack of coordination between the 
candidate and the source of the expenditure."). 

Third. the application of a smct "express advocacy" test to 
coordinated expenditures undermines the statutory purpose of protecting the electoral 
process from real or apparent corruption in a way that application of the same test to 
independent expenditures does not. As the Court noted in Buckley, "(tlhe absence of 
prearrangement and coordination of an expenditure with the candidate or his agent . . . 
alleviates the danger that expenditures will be given as a quidpro quo for improper 
commitments from the candidate." 424 U.S. at 47. By negative inference, one must 
conclude that the Court recognized that the presence of prearrangement and coordination 
of an txpendirure with the candidate or his OE her agent presents at least as much if not 
greater. danger of corruption or its appearance as does a direct contribution to the 
candidate. This danger is a "constitutionally sufficient justification" for the Act's 
limitations and prohibitions on contributions. See id. at 26. However, snict application 
of an express advocacy test to coordinated expendims would re-der the Act's 
limitations and prohibitions on contributions (which wcrc upheld in Buckley) ineffective. 
The Buckfey Court explained: 

The exacting interpretation of the statutory language necessary to avoid 
unconstitutional vagueness [in the ceiling on independent expendims] 
thus undermines the (expenditure limitation's] effectiveness . . . by 
facilitating circumvention by those seeking to exert improper influence on 
a candidate or office-holder. I t  would naively underestimate the ingenuity 
and resourcefulness of persons and groups desiring to buy influence to 
believe that they would have much difficulty devising expenditures that 
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on on exvress advocacy of elcaion 
neverrheless benefited the Adidate's &pzugn. Yet no substantid 
societal bterest would be served by a loophole-closhg provision designed 
to check conuption that permitted unscrupulous persons and organizations 
to expend unlimited sums of money in order to obtain bppn influence 
over candidates fop eieaive office. 

BuckJey, 424 U.S. at 45. In the vcry next paragraph, the Court wmt on to say thao the 
prior Act's limitations on e x p e n d i m  wen in any went not necessary to close a 
loophole in the Act's contribution limitations. bccause the Act treated coordinated 
expenditures as conmbutions. thus closing the loophole. Id at 4546. It is inconceivable 
that the Court would have so held if it viewed coordinated cxpcndicufts as subject to the 
same narrowing construction as independent 

Having argued that express advocacy is the appropriate standard, 
the P ~ a r y  Committee argued that the DNC-fimded advertisements satisfied neither the 
express advocacy nor the electioneering message standard. Response at 23-24. For the 
reasons set forth above, the Audit Division's position is that the express advocacy 
standard does not apply to the media expcnditurcs in question. The Audit Division does 
not. however, dispute that the advertisements in question do not contain "expnss 
advocacy." For the reasons stated above. the Audit Division believes that &e 
advertisements do meet the clearly identified candidatdelectionecring message standard. 

4. The Media Carnuaim 

The Primary Comminee next argued that, even under the Audit 
Division's "erroneous" analysis, the DNC-funded media should not be treated as 
contributions. Response at 24-36. In support of its argument, the Pnmaey Committee 
presented a Ienghy and detailed explanation why the media campaign was related to 
pending legislation and targeted to "key" congressional districts. Id. at 25-33. The 
Prim- Committee also contended that the advertisements in question were timed to 
avoid proximity IO the general election. Id. at 33-34. Finally. the Primary Committee 
argued that the Audit Division subjected the advertisements to a "faulty" or "flawed" 
analysis when it concluded that the advertisements contained an electioneering message. 

It should be noted that these "quid pro quos'' may constitute violations of the Act if they are in 
excess of contribution luniurions (e.g.. in excess of f1.000 for individuals) or if the contribution 
i s  prohibited (e.g. corporate or labor organmticn convibutions). &e 2 U.S.C. 55 441aIaXZXA): 
44 I Ma). Moreover. the contriburionr am considered cxpndintm of the cornminces receiving the 
contribution. The fact that Ihc rubjm coordinated expcndinve is considered an expenditure of the 
recipienl cornminee is pmicularly relevant tn the contexl of publicly-financed political 
comminm which m u  comply with expendintre limitations. Expendims made in excess ora 
publicly-fmanced comminee's expenditure limiution constirute non-qualified campaign expenses 
which must be repaid to the US. Tpeasury. and Le act of exceeding an expenditure limiotion 
rcrulu in a violation of the law. 2 U.S.C. p 441a: 26 U.S.C. 5 9035. Ifthe coordinaitcd 
cxpendiruns made on behalf of publicly-financed somminccr uc ollowcd Io go on unfencred, the 
expenditure limicrrtions would be cviwented. 

M 
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Id at 34-36. The 
William Knapp, a principal in Squicr. Knapp & O c k  dllring the campaign, in which he 
stated thnt the Response "a~curately summarizes the issues and targeting for the DNC 
issue ads." 

Committee's argument 'was by h e  affidavit of 

r 

i L.2 

I .  .. . 
.. . , 
. -. 

The Audit Division does not dqute that the advertisements in fact 
address pending politid issuer. However, the facts ascertained during the audit indicate 
that the primary purpose for addressing these issue!s was to assist President Clinton's re- 
election. It further ap- that those facts which might otherwise demonstrate that the 
purpose and "targeting" of the advertisements were related to an overall party agenda 
(rather than the President's re-election) an true becaw of R deli- effort to conceal 
the a c d  purpose ofthe advertisements. 

For example, an agenda for a September 13,1995, meeting with 
President Clinton sets forth the matter of "CmpaignDNC Advertising Financial 
Shategy." The agenda M e r  sets forth a recommendation of fora flights oftelevision 
advertisements. For the period January 15 to Apd  15.19%. ?he agenda describes the 
media flight as follows: 

a.. answees to Republican primary attuch on us 
b. S 15 million - run in primary stutes which are also swing srutespr us 
c. Need to work to make it state purties/DNC 

1. meat- relationshp to current legislation 
2. defend more Dems than Clinton; attack more Republicam than Dole 
3. run in non primun states as well 
4. run in some areas well before primary 

d. Ultimately. likely about $3 mil OUI of campaign and 612 mil out ofparty 

(emphasis added). Entries for other media flights contain similar references to targeting 
"swing stares" with media funded by the DNC and state panics. A similar memorandum, 
dated Februaq 22, 1996, estimates campaignspending through May 28, 1996 as follows: 

Total Clinton Gore Money through May 28: $2.5 mil. 
1. Unless Alexander in nominated and we cannot use DNC money to 

attack him. 
2. If Dole is nominated. we need no additional CG money for media 

before May 28 since we can attack Dole with DNC money. 

With respcct to 4.a. above (answers to Republican primary attack 
on us). it should be noted that dunng the period April 1996" through August 1996. the 
Republican National Committee (RNC) aired a series of ads apparently designed to 

To dare. records have not been made available to d a m m e  if my IWC ads were placed and aired 
by the IWC prior to April 1996 

II 
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diminish support for President Clinton. These ads a d h d  a balanced budget Wore 
Talk and Even More Talk), immigration (More), welfare (Case Study and who) and taxes 
(The Pledge and Surprise). The Democratic National Committee during the same period 
in apparent response to these RNC ads aired a numk of ads. DNC ads entitled Same, 
Proof, Side, Defend, Risky and Values a d d r e d  the Candidate's positions on taxes. 
welfarr refom and budges while DNC ads entitled InrrcaKd, Another and Enough 
discussed the Candidate's psitiom md policies on inmigation. The text of these DNC 
ads ~ p e  included at Exhibits 2 and 3. 

For example, in June 1996 an WNC ad entitled points out 
that Resident Clinton's spending which benefited illegal immigrants has gone up while 
wages for the typical American worker have gone down and that Resident Clinton 
opposed efforts to stop giving benefits to illegal immigrants (see Exhibit 6 for tefl of the 
ad "More"). Subsequent to the RNC ad being aired, the DNC, apparently in response, 
aired ads entitled "Increased," "Another" and "Enough." The audio portion of the the 
ads were similar. Each begins with. "[alnother negdve republican ad misld ing  
("wrong" was used in the ad Another]. President Clinton increased borda patrols 40 
percent to catch illegal immigrants. record number of deportations, no weifarc for illegal 
aliens . . . ." The DNC ads ran on many of the same broadcast d o n s  as well as on other 
stations within the targeted area that aired the RNC ad. 

It thus appears that media funded by the DNC either directly or 
indirectly through various democratic state parties was used for campaign purposes such 
as answering Republican "primary attacks" and influencing voter preferences in primary 
and swing states. Furthermore while it is me that the dvedsements in question were 
ran at times and in locations which suggest th2! the purpose of the advertisements was 
something other than garnering suppon for President Clinton, it appears that this is true 
because of a deliberate effort to conceal the actual purpose and mategy behind the 
advenisements. Finally. it  appears clear that the amount of DNC funds to be committed 
to the advertisements varied depending on who received the Republican nomination. 
Under these facts. the Audit Division concluded that the DNC-funded media should be 
trcaied an in-kind contribution to the Primary Committee. 

RECOMMENDATION 111 

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission determine that the cost of 
producing and broadcasting the ads discussed above and attributed to the Primary 
Commince 546.580.358. rcptexnts an in-kind contribution h m  the DNC to the Primary 
Committee. It is also recommended that it be detmnined that this in-kind contribution is 
attributable IO the Primary Committee's spending limitation. 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts. interpretation of applicable law, 
and conclusions be different from that presented above. the amount to be added to 
Primary Comminee' spending limitation could be changed or eliminated. 
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Section 9032.9(a) of Tide 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines. 
in part, a qualified campaign expense as one incurred by or on khalf of the candidate 
from the date the individual became a candidate thnough the last day of the candidate's 
eligibility; made in connection with his or her campaign for nomination. 

Section 9033.1 ](a) of Title I 1 of the Code of Fed& Regulations states, 
in part. that each candidate shall have the burcia of proving that cfisbursmmb made by 
the candidate or his or h a  authorized committn(s) or persons auhoriztd to make 
expendims on behalf of the candidate or committe(s) 1ut qualied campaign expenses 
as defined in 11 CFR 9032.9. 

Section 9033.1 ]@)(I) of Title 1 1  of the Code of F e d d  Regulations, in 
part. that for disbursements in excess of 5200 to a pay~e, the car.didate shall present a 
canceled check negotiated by the payee and either: A rcrxiptcd bill h m  the payee that 
states the purpose of the disbursement; or if such receipt is not available. one of the 
following documents generated by the payee: a bill. invoice, or voucher that states the 
purpose of the disbursement; or a voucher or contempommus memorandum from the 
candidate or the committee that states the purpose of the disbursement; or the candidate 
or committee may present collateral evidence to document the qualified campaign 
expense . Such collateral evidence may include, but is not limited to: Evidence 
demonsuating that the expendim if part of an identifiable program or project which is 
otherwise suficiently documented such as a disbursement which is one of a number of 
documented disbursements relating IO a campaign mailing or to the operation of a 
campaign office; or evidence that the disbursement is coveEd by a pnxmblished 
winen campaign comrninee policy. If the purpose of the disbursement is not stated in 
the accompanying documentation, it must be indicated on the canceled check. 

Section 9034.4(e)(I) of Title 11 of the Code of F e d d  Regulations states 
that any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the primary 
election campaign shall be atlributed to the expenditure limit for the primary. Any 
expenditure for p o d s  or services that are used exclusively for the general election 
campaign shall k attributed to the general election limit. 

Section 9034.4(~)(3) of Title 11 ofthe Code of Fedcral Regulations states 
that overhead expendims and payroll costs incurred in connection with state or national 
campaign offices. shall be attributed according to when the usage occurs or the work i s  
performed. Expenses for usage of offices or work performed on or before the date of !he 
candidate's nomination shall be attributed to the primary election, except for periods 
when the office is used only by persons working cxclusively on general election 
campaign preparations. 

Section 9034.4(a) of Title I I of thle Code of Federal Regulations, states 
that all contributions received by an individual from the date he or she becomes a 
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candidate and all m g payments received by the can& I be used only to 
defray qualified campaign expenses or to repay loans or othemise restore finds (other 
than contributions which were received and expended to & h y  qualified campaign 
expenses) which werc used to defray qualified campaign ex pens^^. 

Seetion 9034.4(a)(5)(ii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
states that gifts and monetary bonuses shall be considered qualified sampaign expenses, 
provided that all moncmy bonuses for committee employees and consultants in 
recognition for campaign-related activities or SrrviCcs arc provided for pursuant to a 
written contmft made prior to the date of ineligibility and arc paid no later than thiw 
days after the date of ineligibility. 

Settion 9034.4@)(8) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations. suites 
that the cost of lost or misplaced items may k considered a nonqualifid carnpaign 
expense. Factors considered by the Commission in making this determination shall 
include. but not be limited to, whether the committee demonmates that it made 
conscientious efforts to safeguard the missing equipment; whether the committee sought 
or obtained insurance; the type of equipment involved; and the number and value of items 
that were lost. 

Section 9034.4(b)(3) of Title 1 I of the Code of Federal Regulations states. 
that any expcmes incumd after a candidate's date of ineligibility arc not qualified 
campaign expenses except to the extent pe-mitted under 11 CFR 90344aX3). In 
addition. any expcnses incurred before the candidate's date of ineligibility for goods and 
services to be received after the candidale's date of ineligibility, or for property, services, 
or facilities used to benefit b e  candidate's genelal election campaign, arc not qualified 
campaign expenses. 

Section 9038(b)(?)(A) of Title 26 of the United States Code states that if 
the Commission determines that any amount of any payment made to a candidate from 
the matching payment account was used for any purpose other thipn to defray the qualified 
campaign expenses with respect IO which such payment was made it shall notify such 
candidate of ~ ! e  amount so used, and the candidate shall pay to the Secretary an amount 
equal to such mount. 

Section 9038.2(b)(2)(iii) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states that the amount of any repayment sought under this section sM1 bear the m e  
ratio to the total mount determined 10 have been used for nonqualificd campaign 
expenses as the amount of matching funds ccnified to the candidate bws to the 
candidate's total deposits. as of 90 days after the candidate's date of ineligibility. 

Section 9038.2(a)(?) offitle I I of the Code of Federal Regulations srates 
that the Commission Will notifv the candidate of any repayment determinations made 
under this section as possible, but not later than three years after the close of the matching 
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oayment Dcriod. ommission's issuance of the audit o the candidate under 1 1 
CFR $9038.l(d) will constitute notification for pllrpases of &is section. 

1. G e n d  El ect'o 1 n Ex~enses Paid bv the Psimaw C w i n e e  

During our review of vendor files, expcsses were noted that 
appeared to further the Candidate's general election campaign for election but were paid 
by the Primaxy Committee. Each is discussed briefly below: 

a. Bismarck Enterprises 

The Primary Committee paid Bismarck Enterprises 
S22,984'* for catering serVices provided on August 29. 19% at the Democratk National 
Convention (the Convention). These SCMCCS wcn provided after the Candidate's date of 
ineligibility (August 28,1996) and thmforc considmd a general election expense. The 
Primmy Committee contended that the Candidate's date of ineligibility was not until 
August 29.1996, the last day of the Convention, because under Democratic Party rules 
the nominee for the office of President does not become the candidate of the Democratic 
Party of the United States until he or she has completed his or ha acceptance speech to 
the Convention." 

The Primary Committee provided a letter from Sam 
Karatas. Director of Food and Beverage Bismarck &ntcrprises, which stated that the 
Primary Cornminee utilized several suites and banquet facilities during the Convention 
on the dates of August 26 though August 29. Mr. Karatas also related that food and 
beverages were provided to nineteen suites during this period and that on August 27, a 
Iuchcon buffet was prepared for Mn. Gore. Mr. Karatas added that a small banquet was 
also SCI up in the President's waiting lounge on August 29 before he went on the main 
stage. 

Concerning the above information. neither Mr. Karatas nor 
the Primary Committee provided documentation or evidence which demonstrated that the 
catering services provided on August 29. 1996. the day after the President received the 
nomination. were goods and services used excluively for the Candidate's primavy 
election campaip. 

In the Memorandum the Audit staffrefommended that the 
Primary Committee provide evidence or documentation that the goods and Xrvices w m  

The cuering chugs mclude equipment mu1 and gntuities which were pro nred by Lr Audit 
staff based on a pmcntagc of the catering charges for August 2% to the total a m g  charges 

The Pnmyv Comminn submined a lcner challenging the Commission's detmination that the 
candidate's dale of ineligibility is August 28. 1996. It w e d  tha1 the date should be Augw 29. 
19%. The Commission denied che h a r y  Comminee's q u a t .  

u 
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used exclusively for the Candidate's primary election Eampaign or evidence that the 
G e n d  Committee has reimbursed the Primary Committee $22,984. Absent adequate 
documentation to demonsprate the expenses were utclusive to the primary election 
campaign or evidence that the Primary Commitlee has received reimbursement fmm the 
G c n d  Committee, the Audit staff will recommend ohat the Commission make at 
determimion that the primary Committee make a pro-rata repapent to the United 
states frrasury. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee 
stated that in light of the Commission's previous d i g  on the date of ineligibility, the 
General CornmiOtee agmd to reimburse the Primary Commiflcc for the Ml amount of the 
Bismarck Enterprises services ($22,984). 

_(. 

To date no evidence was provided which demonstrated the 
Gencral Comrrnittce reimbursed 922,984 to the Primary Cornminee. Therefore, the 
payment to Bismarck Enterprises is viewed as a nonqualified campaign expense and a 
pro rata repayment of $3,462 is due the United States Treasury ($22,984 x .150630). 

Recammeadation #2 

The Audit staf€ recommends the Commission make a determination that the 
Primary Camminee make a pro-rata repayment of $3.462 ($22,984 x .150630) to the 
United States Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038&1)(2).~ If the Primary Committee 
receives a reimbursement of Sz!.984 from the Gencral Committee. no repayment is 
required. 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law. 
and conclusions be different than that presented above, the amount due to the U.S. 
Treasury would be changed or eliminated. 

b. AT&T CapitalCorpora~ion 

The Primary Committee entered into a lease agreement 
-7th ATBT Capital Corporation for equipment. The tern of the lease was for 18 months 
commencing on June 1. 1995. It appeared. based on documentaAn. that the 
CltntonlGore '96 General Comminee. Inc. was to have assumed the lease after the 
Candidate's date of ineligibility (August 28. 1996) h u g h  November. 1996. The total 
lcax payments including sales tax were 5422,826. The General Committee's dlocable 

This figure (.lSO630) repmcnu L e  h u y  Comminn's repayment ratio. as calculated punurnt 
to I I CFR Q903112(b)(ZXiii). The niio circd UI the Mcmonndum was (.316062). The formula 
for calculuig L e  repayment mi0 nor  ylcluder all in-kid contributions meived by L e  h a r y  
Cornminee which resulied UI a lower repayment rstio. 

)I 
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share was S94.133" of which the General ComVnintee paid only 530.397. The balance, 
563.736. paid by the Primary Committce should have been pGd by the General 
Committee. "%e Rimary C o d n e t  in its response acknewlcdged that the General 
Committee should have paid 393,464, b a d  on its calculatior~~ Accordingly, the Audit 
staff included on the Primary Committee statement of Net Outstarnding Campaip 
Obligations an account receivable from the Generril Colrmminec in h e  amount of $63,736. 

In the Memorandum, the Audit staffrecommended that the 
Primary Commitcee provide evidence that the balance. $63,736, paid by the Primary 
Committee is not exclusively related to the general campaign or evidence that the 
Pnmary Committee has received a reimbursement fbm the Committee for 
$63.736. Absent adequate documentation to dcmonstPate the above mount was 
exclusjve to the g e n d  campaign or evidence that the Committce has received 
reimbursement from the General Committee ($63.736) the Audit stisff'will recommend 
that the Commission make a determination that the primary Commitoec d e  a pao-rata 
repayment to the United States Treasury. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee 
stated that the General Committee a g e d  to reimburse the Primary Committee 563,736. 
However. the Primary Committee has not provided evidence that it received a 
rcimbmement from the General Committee. Therefore, the mount is viewed as a non- 
qualified campaign expense. 

Recommendation #3 

The Audit staff recommends the Commission make a detemination that the 
Prirnaq Committee make a pro-rata repayment of 59.601 (S63.736 x .150630) to the 
United States Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(2). If the Primary Committee 
receives a reirnbwcrnent of 663.736 from the Gened Committec. no repayment is 
required. 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law, 
and conclusions bc different than that presented above, the amount due IO the U.S. 
Tnasw would be changed or eliminated. 

- .  C. Salary and Overhead 

The Primas). Committee paid salary and overhead 
expenses. totaling 5340.579. that were incurred subsequent to the Candidate's date of 
ineligibility. For example, the Brimq Committee paid all costs associated with the 

This amount was derived by pm nung f30.397 for three days in August, 1996 plus 530.397 each 
for September, October and November. 

The difference between Audlt and the Ramny Cornmime is 5669. 
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Little Rock office e paid August 29,1996 through 5,1996. Staff in 
this office, according to Primary Committee records, wefc working on both primary 
contribution processing and GUAC contribution processing. These expenses are 
attributable to the general election and should have been paid by the General 
ComminCe/GELAC pursuant to 1 1 CFR 9034.4@)(3). The Audit MdeteRnjned based 
on our review of the Primary Cornminee's records pcrtainiag to its allocation of salary 
and overhead that $192,288 in expcnses arc athibutable to the G e n d  Commitkc and 
$148,291 to the GELAC. With respect to that portion of salary and overhe& 
attributable to GELAC ($148,291), it should k noted that the G U C  as o f h ~  31, 
1997 reimbursed the Primary Committee S94.972. Therefore, expenses for salary and 
overhead, totding $53,319 ($148,291 - 94,972), is due the Primapy Comnhee from the 
GELAC and $ 192.288 is due the Primary Committee h m  the Gupcal Committee. 

Schedules were provided to the primargr Committee at a 
conference held on March 18.1998. The primary Committee did not respond other than 
to state it believed winding downing expenses, consisting of salary and overhead, should 
be permissible subsequent to the Candidate's date of ineligibility. 

In the Memorandum, the Audit aaff recommended that the 
Primary Committee provide documentation which demonsnates that the expenses for 
salary and overhead paid by the Primary Committee subsequent to the Candidate's date 
of ineligibility represented the cost of goods and services wd exclusively for the primary 
election campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursements 
from the General Committee ($192.288) and the GELAC ($53,319). Absent adequate 
documentation IO demonstrate the expenses were exclusive to the p r i . ~  election 
campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursement from the 
General Committee totaling 192,288. and $53.319 from the GELAC the Audit staffwill 
recommend that the Commission make a determination that the Primary Committee make 
a pro-rata repayment ofS36.996 ($191.288 + 53.319 x .150630) to the United States 
Treasq.  

* 

Is response to the Memomdum. the Primary Committee 
stated that pursuant to §9034.4(a)(3)(iii). 100% of salary, overhead and computer 
expenses incumd after the date of ineligibility may be mated as exempt legal and 
accounting beginning with the first full reporting period after the date of ineligibility. 
The Primary Committee stated m e r  tha! nothjng in the regulation limits the ability of a 
candidate in the general election to pay primary winding down costs during the general 
election period. In addition. the Primary Comminee stated that the Commission's bright 
line regulation at §9034.4(e) refers to campaign expenditures subject to the limit, not to 
winding down costs. Also. it is stated by the Primary Committee that the entire 
accountinp/matching funds staff located in Link rock provided no general election 
services other than the GELAC conuiburion scrvices. Finally, the Primary Committee 
stared that costs related to Primary Committee winding down were incurred in the DC 
accounting office by accounting personnel specifically assigned to accounting for the 
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Primary Committec and those individuals spent no time related to g e n d  election 
activity. 

d . . .  . .  ~ . . .  ... 
;p .. _. 
. .. .. . .  
. . ,  
3 .> 

The Primary commiftec agreed that the General Committee 
would reimburse the Primary Committee for expenses totaling 539,753 that w m  
allocable to the General Committee, but that no additional reimbursements arc due the 
primary Commiw from the General Committee due to the inapplication of 1 1 CFR 
$9034.4(~)(3) to pon DO1 winding down expmses. As of 9130/98, the S39.753 has not 
been paid to the Primary Committee according to disc lorn  nports filed. 

It is the opinion of the Audit staffthat I I CFR $9034.4(e) 
applies to both operating costs and winding down costs. Expcndihves must be 
exclusively for the primary campaign or the general election campaign to k attributed 10 
that campaign. The Explanation and Justification for 11 CFR §9034.4(e)(3) addrrsscs 
overhead and payroll costs incurred in connection Gth state or national campdgn offices. 
These costs are amibuted according to when usage of the office occurs. For usage on or 
before the date of the candidate's nomination, these expenses arc attributed to the primary 
election, except for periods when the ofice is used only by pasons working exclusively 
on general election campaign preparations. 

Recommendation #4 

The Audit staff recommends the Commission d e  a determination that the 
Primap Comminn make a pro-rata repayment of 536.996 (5192,288 + 53.319 x 
.150630) to the United Slates Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9038@)(2). If the Primary 
Comminee receives a reimbursement of S192.288 fiom the General Committee and 
SZ3.3 19 from the GELAC, no repayment would be required. 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law. 
and conclusions be different than that presented above. the amount due to the U.S. 
Treasw would be changed or eliminated. - 

2. Moms L Carrick. Inc. 

A consulting agreement was entmd into t *ween the Prima? 
Committee and Morris lk Carrick. lnc. (MBC). The agreement covered the period 
Februaq I .  1996 through August 30.1996. MLC billed the Primary Committee on a 
monthly basis. In accordance with the agreement, the Primary Comminn paid M&C 
S 15.000 per month. 

In addition. M&C billed the Primary Committee on August 30, 
1996 for an additional 430.000. which the Primary Committee paid on September 30, 
1996. The invoice to the Primary Commitm was annotated "Remaining Primary 
Invoice." Although the agreement stated it may be further extended, renewed or amended 

I upon winen agreement of the parties. there was no provision in the original agreement or 
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any amcndments r the payment made on 
September 30,1996. A Primary Committee npnsentative stated the vendor perfomed 
extnt work &UI was origina~ly anticipated and, therefore. was paid an additional 530,000. 

Subsequently, the Primary C o d n c e  splbmincd a wrincn response 
which stated that the S30,OOO payment was actually owed by the Gtneral Committee, not 
the Primary Cornminee. M&C was actually owed a total of S95,OOO under tke Gcncral 
Committee con- but was only paid S65.000 on Oaobn 10.1996 by the General 
Committee. Further, the Primary Cornminee stated because M&C mistakdy bi!led the 
S30.000 to the Primary Committee. committee staffpaid the invoice as directed. 
Although the Primary Committee stated a copy of the “misdirraul invoice” was included 
with its response, it was not. Finally, h e  Primary Committee stated that the & n d  
Committee will reimburse the Primary Committee 530.000. repmeating the amount paid 
and owed to M&C. 

ent which c o v d  this billiig 

In support of its current position, the F%hxy Conunittee provided 
a copy of a consulting agrement between M&C and the General Committee. This copy 
was not signed by either party.J’ Subsequently, the Pramary Committee made available a 
copy of the “misdirected invoice.” 

The unsigned agreement between the G e n d  Committee and 
MBC specified an effective date of August 30,1996 and a tamination date of November 
30.1996. It further states M&C was to be paid 595,000 within 30 days of execution of 
the agreement. 

In OUT opinion. based on the information provided 8s of the clost of 
audit fieldwork. the General Committee’s agreement appeared to k effective as of 
August 30. 1996. it was unclear why MBC would mistakenly issue an invoice on the 
same date and for only 530.080. when. in fact. the entire amount ($95.000) to be paid, 
pursuant IO the agreement. was due within 30 days of execution. On September 30,1996, 
when M%C did directly issue an invoice to the General Committee, it was for $65.000. 

In the Memorandum, the Audit Mrecommended that, the 
Primary Committee provide a copy of the executed consract (signed by dl parties and 
dated) krween the General Committee and Moms B Carrick. In addition, a signed 
statement from M B C which explains in detail why M & C billed the Primary 
Committee for 530.000 on August 30.1996. when the Primary Committee obligations 
under its contract were fulfilled. Absent adequate documentation to d c m o m t e  the 
expenses at issue w m .  in fact qualified campaign expenses, the Audit staff will 
recommend chat the Commission make a detemination that the Primary Committee: make 
a pro-rata repayment of 64.519 ($30.000 x .150630) to the United States Treasury 
pursuant to 11 CFR 59038.2@)(2). 

~ 

The Runuy consulrung agrcemmi was signed by the R i m q  Committee and MQC. n 
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response to the Memomdun, the Comd'tee stated 
that an executed contract bc&n the General Commit& and Moms 8c Carrick did not 
exist. However, the Primary Cornminee provided an affidavit from William A. Carrick. 
Jr.. the President of Morris & Carrick Inc. 

Mr. Carrick stated that M & C agreed to provide p o l k d  
consulting setvices to bob the FTimary Committee and General Committee. M & C 
agreed in writing to provide services to the Primary Co&ttee in rc~m for $105,000 - 
$1 5,000 per month for 7 months and M & C was paid in full for all services pmvided to 
the Primary Committee. 

Mr. Carrick continued that the G e n d  Committee orally agreed 
that senices would be provided in return for f95.000, to be paid witbin 30 days from the 
anticipated date of execution of the contract (August 30,1996). The agmment was 
reflected in a proposed written contract, however, Unintentionally, the parties never 
signed that contract. Mr. Carrick stated further. that both parties treated the proposed 
conoact as though it had bem fully executed and abided by all of its tams. 

According to Mr. Carrick, M B C mistakenly billed the Primary 
Committee. instead of the General Commince for 530.000 and that the Primary 
Comminee paid the bill without questioning it. He stated that M & C was unaware of the 
mistake on this bill and wzs also unaware that the 530.000 was paid from the Primary 
Committee. Further, M B: C received payments totaling 3200.000 in full satisfaction of 
all obligations owed and duties performed under the Primary and General Committee 
agreements and that M 8: C did not receive any funds above and beyond those called for 
in the agreements with the Primary and General Committees. Finally, Mr. Carrick stated 
that M 8: C never received a bonus payment from either the Primary or the General 
Committee and that all payments were in accordance with its written agmments with 
both the Primary and General Committees. 

Although the PrimaryLommincc did not provide a copy of an 
execured contract between the General Committee and M B: C, as recommended, it did 
provide information in the form of an affidavit from William Carrick, Jr. which explained 
that the Primary Committee was apparently billed in emor. 

In view of this apparent billing error and resulting payment by the 
Primary Cornminee of a General Cornminee expense. the G e n d  Committee should 
reimburse the Primary Committee S30.000.1' Absenr such a reimbursement, the amount 
paid (530.000") by the Primary Conuninee represents a non-qualified campaign expense. 

~ 

This mount IS shown u due to the Primary Committee on the Statement of Net Oulslandlng 
Qualified Campaign Expmses prepared by the Audit staff and U I C ~ M ~ C ~  ut the Cenml 
Commiec's Audit Repon 

This amount IS not uicludcd on the Staiement of Net Ouurandlng Campaign Oblrgaiions as due 
from the Gmcnl Cornmince because the payment to M&C o c m d  after the candidale's date 

I #  

I. 
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~cccPmmeadaaiolr #5 

The Audit staf€rrcommends that the CommisSion d e d e  shat the Primary 
Committee make a pro rata -pent of S4.5 19 (S30,OOO x .ISO630) to the United 
States Tmsury pursuant to 11 CFR g 9038.2@)(2). Should the Rxmary Comfnittu 
provide evidcact that it has been reimbursed by the G e n d  Committee. the =payment 
would not be required. 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law, 
and conclusions be diflfmnt than that prrsented above, the amoms duc to the U.S. 
Treasury would be changed or eliminated. 

Section 441a(a)(2)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code states that no 
multicandidatc political comminee shall make coneibutions to any candidate and his 
authorized political committees with respect to any election for F e d d  ofice which, in 
the aggregate. exceed S5.000. 

Section 441a(a)(7)(B)(i) of Title 2 ofthe United States Code states that 
expenditures made by any person in cooperation, consultation, or conceis with, or at the 
request or suggestion of, a candidate. his authorized political committees, or their agenu. 
shall be eonsidered to Be conmbution 80 such candidate. 

Section 1 lO.S(c)(l)(i)(ii) of Title 11 ofthe Code ofFederal Regulations 
states that a political party may make reimbursement for the expenses ofa  candidate who 
IS engaging in papbuilding activities. without the payment being considered a 
contribution to the candidate. and without the unrcimbursed expense being considered an 
expenditure counting against the limitation as long as the event is a  bo^ fide party ewent 
or appearance; and no aspect of the solicitation for the event, the setting of the event. and 
the remarks or activities of the candidate in connection with the event were for the 
purpose of influencing the candidate's nomination for election. 

Section 1 IO.$(e)(l)(ii) of Title 1 1 ofthe Code ofFederal Regulations 
states that an event or appearance occurriniig on or aftee January I ofthe yea of the 
election for which the individual is a candidate is presumptively for the purpose of 
influencing the candidate's election. and any contributions or expenditures are governed 
by the conuibution and expendim limitation. 

Section 108.7(a)( 1 ) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states. 
in pan. that the term conmbution includes the following payments. services or other 

53 

of meligibiliry. 



54 

things of value: a bscription, loan advance or deposit 
value made by any Ptrson for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office. 
Section 100.7(a)(l)(iii)(A) of Tittle 1 1 ofthe Code of Fed& Regulations states that for 
plaposes of 11 CFR 100.7(a)(I), the term anything of value includes all in-kind 
contributions. Unless specifically exempted undcr 1 1 CFR 100.7@). the provision of any 
goods or services is a conmbdoa  

The Primary Committee mads payments to the Sheraton New York Hotel 
& to we^ (the Sheraton) totaling S252.555. One of the payments was a wire aansfer on 
January 4,1996 in amount of $134,739. which appear& to rrprcsmt a deposit. In 
addition, the Primary Committee received and paid an estimated bill for an event in the 
amount of $1 17,816. 

ney or anythrng of 

In response to the Audit staffs inquhy, the €'&nary Committee provided 
the following chronology regarding the payments made to the Sheraton. The payment of 
S 134,739 pertained to an event scheduled to occur in January, 1996. 
subsequently canceled. The Sheraton sent the Primary Committee a refund of 
$ 103260;@ a cancellation fee of f 3  1.479 was charged. ms event WBS then rescheduled 
to February 15, 1996. On February 8,1996, a $1 17,816 payment was made to she 
Sheraton for the February 15.1996 event. Finally. the P- Committee sated the 
DNC invited some of its donors to the evmt. and based on the number odDNC attendoes 
and the expenses incurred by DNC staff. the DNC paid 519,832. The Primary Committee 
provided a copy of an invoice issued by the Sheraton to the Primary Committee, dated 
March 8,1996, in the amount of $142.322 plus a copy of an estimated bill issued by the 
Sheraton to the DNC for 519,832. 

event was 

Costs itemized on the DNC's estimated bill WM: dinner ($13.200). floral 
6446). linen (S185). stanchions. ropes. pipe and h p e .  ($220). Clinton-GoreIDNC offce 
rental (S6 IO). Clintan-GordDNC office phonelfaxlprinter ($671). and sleeping rooms 
(54.500). Comparison of k c  charges listed on the Primary Committee's invoice versus 
the charges listed on the estimated DNC bil1,revealed !hat except for dinners (513.200) 
floral (S4-46) and linen ($185). the remaining categories of itemized charges on the 
DNC's estimated bill do not appear on the Primary Comminee's invoice - the Primary 
Committee's invoice apparently represents all the categories or types of charges billed by 
the Sheraton directly related to the event. The expenses representing the differense. 
$6.001 (S19.832 - 13.831) appear to be related to the event, even though not included on 
the Sheraton's March 8. 1996 invoice. Consequently. absent additional documentation, 
the Audit naffcould not determine how. or if. expenses totaling $10,675,'' as reflected on 
the Sheraton's invoice issued to the Primary Committee were paid. 

A copy of the refund check was provided. m 

41 Appmrroulconofevent.  5142.322 leuS117.816paidbyrheRimaryComminw. lesSI3.83l 
paid by the DNC. 

54 



b 

.. 

Beedon the information available BJ ofthe close of audit fieldwork, the 
cost of the event appcarrd to be a qualified campa@ expense; &e Sheraton invoice 
ref-& a "C~mtor&jore '96 ReceptionlDinnn." P'urlher, this went did not appear PO 
reprrsent a joint fundraising effopl in which the DNC was a participant. Absent 
docummation demonstrating that the expenses paid by the DNC wm expenses NOT in 
connection with the candidate's campaign for nomination, the Audit staff viewed the 
amount paid by the DNC as an in-kind contribution. Funher, the value of the appiuent 
in-kind contribution ($1  9.832) was added to the amount of expenditracs subject to the 
o v a  liznitation. 

It was recommended in tbe Memomndwn, that the Pmwy Committoe provide: 

The final invoice issued by the Sheraton to the DNC; 

an explanation as to the method used to "allocate" the costs of the event 
bcnvcen the Primary Committee and the DNC, along with documentation 
to support that "allocation" ratio used; 

docmentation, in the form of canceled chesb(s) that demonstrates the 
510.675 in event expenses were paid; 

documentation to show how the expenses paid by the DNC are expenscs 
not in connection with the candidate's campaign for nomination, and thus 
not an in-kind contribution to the Primary Committee. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee provided 
invoices and documentation which demonstrated thaf all expenses dating to the event 
were paid. Although the estimated bill for the DNC was $1 9.832, the actual amount paid 
by the DNC was 524.926 (catering and room char@). In addition, the Primary 
Cornminee provided documentation which explained the method used to "allocate" the 
cost between the Prim- Cornmiact and the DNC. 'Ke  DNC paid 11% of the cost 
which it considered as its share for the 165 guests invited by the DNC. 

According lo the Primary Cornmince. the primary purpose of thjs event 
was to gamer support for the Clinton/Corc '96 presidential ticket and IO bring attention to 
the candidates and their agenda in the state of New York. This was not a fundraising 
event for the Primary Comminn. The DNC, however, was conducting fundraising in 
New York at the time of the event. and when it learned that the Pmident and Vice 
President would k appearing. asked the Primary Commitpee to dLow the DNC to invite a 
small number of contributors to the event (emphasis added). 

The Prim- Cornmince also submitted an affidavit from Joseph Sandler. 
who at the time of the event was General Counsel at the QNC. Mr. Sand!a stated the 
DNC was raising money in New York during the same time period as the event, and 
when the DNC hard  that the President and Vice President were attending this dinner the 



DNC invited its sts. It should be noted that Mr. S d e s  no reference in 
his affidavit that the DNC pests were potential contributoa. No documentation has 
been made available that demonstrated the DNC guests meived any solicitation as a 
result of attending this event. 

Based on our review of all the infomation available, it appears that the 
DNC was conducting fundraising in New Yoek and did invite ce& individuals to attend 
the Primary Committee event. These individuals were among the 1.544 pests attending 
this event, an event that by the Primary Cornminee's own admission, ''was to gamer 
support for the ClintodGorc '96 presidential ticket." The wst of this prhw campaign 
event may not be apportioned to the DNC or any otha political committee without an in- 
kind contribution resulting." 

Accordingly, the DNC made and the Primary Cemi t te  received an 
excessive in-kind contribution from the DNC. Further, the value of the in-kind 
contribution ($24,926) is included in the amount of expenditures subject to the overall 
limitation. 

D. EXPEN~~TURE: LIMITATION 

Sections 44 la(b)( I )(A) and (c) of Title 2 of the United States C d e  state. 
in part, that no candidate for the office of President of the United States who is eligible 
under section 9033 to receive payments from the Secretary of the Trrasupy may make 
expenditures in excess of f 10.000.000 in the campaign for nomination for election to 
such office as adjusted by the Consumer Price Index published each year by the Bureau 
of Labor Sratistico of the Department of Labor. 

Section 9035(a) of Title 36 of the Internal Revenue Code states. in pars 
that no candidate shall knowingly incur qualified campaign expenses in cxccss of the 
expenditure limitation applicable under section 441a (b)( 1)(A) of Title 2. - 

Section 90329(a) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in 
part. that a qualified campaign expense IS one incurred by or on behalf of the candidate 
kom the date the individual became a candidate through the last day of &e candidate's 
eligibility; mad- in connection with his campaign for nomination; and neither the 
incurrence nor the payment of which constitutes a violation of my law of the United 
States or the State in which the expense is incurred or paid. 

Sections 9033.1 )(a) and (b)G?)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations state. in part. that each candidate shall have the burden of proving that 
~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~~ 

" A  political pan). may reimburse the expenses ofr  undidare who is engaging in party building 
activities without the pymmt king considered a conuibution to the candidate. and without 
the unreunbuncd expense k i n g  considered an expenditure counting &grinst rhe limitation as 
long LI the event is  a bona fide party event or appearance and no prpcct of the solicitation for 
the event were for the purpose of influencing the candidate's nomination or election. 
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disbursements ma 
expenses as defined in 1 1 CFR 9032.9. For disbursements in excess of 5200 to a payee, 
the candidate shall present a canceled check negotiated by the payee and either a bill, an 
invoice or voucher from the payee stating the purpose of the disbuncment. 

the candidate or his authorized co itre qualified campaign 

Sections 9034.4(~)(5) of Title 26 of the Code of F e d d  Regulations 
states. in relevant part, that the production costs for media communications that arc 
broadcast both befote and after the date of the candidate's nomination shall be attributed 
50% to the primary limitation and 50% to the g e n d  election l i ta t ion.  

Sections 9038.2@)(2Xi)(A) and ($(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations state, in part, that the Commission may determine that amount(s) of any 
payments made to a candidate fiom the matching payment account were used for the 
purposes other than to defray qualified campaign expenses. Further, an example of a 
Commission repayment detnmination under paragraph (bX2) includes detmninations 
that a candidate, a candidate's authorized comminee(s) or agents have d e  expmdinves 
in excess of the limitations set forth in 11 CFR 9035. 

Section 90382@)(2)(iii) of Title 1 1 ofthe Code of Federal Regulations 
states, in part, that the amount of any repayment under this section slaall bear the same 
ratio to the total amount determined to have been w d  for non qualified campaign 
expenses as the amount of matching funds certified to the candidate bears to the 
candidate's total deposits, as of 90 days after the candidate's date of ineligibility. 

The expenditure limitation for the 1996 Primary election for nomination 
for the ofice of President of rhe United Stares was 630.910.000. 

From its inception through December 31,1997 the Primary Committee 
reponed net operating expenditures (subject to the limitation) of 530,729,701. 

Our analysis of expendirures subject to the limit indicated, based on 
information made available during fieldwork. that the limitation had been exceeded by 
S46.348.005. 

Cenain djusunenls made by the Audit staff to reported expenditures 
subject IO the limitation are detailed below. 

1. Additional Ex~endituns Considered ExemDt Lee al and 
Accounting 

Based on our review ofthe Primary Comminee's expense printouts 
and work sheets. it was determined that then were additional expenses, not claimed by 
the Primary Committee. that were entitled to the compliance exemption. The amount 
dculared by the Audit staff was S363.668. This amount is a reduction to expenditures 
subject to the limit pending amendments to be filed by the Primary Committee. 
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In response to the Memorandum, the Prinayy Comminee filed the 
necessary amendments. 

2. m e s  in the L e d  an d in the . Match peFundDe~artm en ts Not 
w d e r e d  100% E- t Co 

I h e  Pnmapy Committee allocated as 100% exempt compliance all 
expenses incurred in the legal and in the matching b d  cost group. The Primary 
Committee did not charge any of these expenses to the expendim limitation. Legal and 
accounting expenses incuned solely for the purpose of ensuring compliance with the 
Federal Elestion Campaign Ad do not count against the overall expcnBiturc idtation. 
In addition, CQSU associated with the preparation of matching fund submissions arc 
considered exempt legal and accounting expenses. However, "costs associated with the 
preparation of matching fund submissions" do not include data entry ~f batching 
conmbutions for deposit. Likewise. the cost of legal services involving the review and 
enforcement of cominee  contracts is not viewed as I OOOh exempt compliance. 

The Primary Committee's contributions were processed in its Little 
Rock. Arkansas headquarim. Conmbution processing included not only those activities 
that related directly to the preparation ofmatching fund submissions. but also included 
data entry and batching of conmbutions for deposit; these functions would have been 
necessary even if no matching fund submissions were prepared The Primary 
Committee's legal depanmcnt performed duties such as negotiating contracts as well as 
the collection of rent due from a tenant. both of which arc not related s~ le ly  to ensuring 
compliance with the Act. 

In response to our inquiry concerning the expense allocation for 
these KWO cost groups. the Primary Committee stated "[tlhe (Primary] Cominee  has 
allocated lOOD/O of staff anorney Ken Stern's time 10 accounting since he primarily 
provided services nor directly related to compliance." In addition, the response stated 
that "other staff attorneys were assigned to compliance activities with minimal time 
committed to other sen.ices." 

With respect io che matching fund cost group. t' e Primary 
Comminee stated that "all of the COSIS allocared by the Committee to D e p m e n t  145 
IMarchinf Fund Depment ]  were related 60 processing contributions." ?he Primary 
Comminn submitted a calculation for stafT who performed data entry. batch processing 
and other duties unrelated to matching funds. The Primary Cownittee identified 17.33% 
of the duties performed by Matching Fund Depanment Mas related to its accounting 
functions. It should be noted chat expenses properly charged to accounting arc allocated 
8590 exempt compliance and 15% operating expenses chargeable to the overall limitation. 
whereas cxpcnscs properly charged to che matching f u d s  department are allocated 100% 
compliance and as such are not ehargcable to the overall limitation. 
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Given the above resuo~e. the d n e e  appeared to 
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a p e  with the Audit staffthat some portion of the expenses-initially allocated to the legal 
d e p m e n t  and the matching fund depamncnt did not qualify as 100% exempt 
compliancc. The Commission's Financial Control and Compliance manual provides that 
each allocable cost group must be allocated by a single method on a consistent basis. The 
Primary Cornminet may not allocate costs Witbin a particular p u p  by different methods. 
such as allocating the payroll of some individuals by the stan- 10 percent metho& and 
otha individuals by a committec-developed pacentage supported by records indicating 
the functions and duties of the individuals. However, different cost groups may be 
allocated by d i f f m t  methods. The method used by the Primary Cornmi= in arriving 
at the 17.33% figure was not consistent with the guidsnce provided in the Manual. 

In the Audit staffs view, an allocation of 85% exempt compliance 
and 15% operating with respect to expenses charged to the legal department and the 
matching fund department is a reasonable and consistent method of dlocathg the 
activities in these cost groups. If the expenses at issue were allocated in this manner, an 
increase of $395,187 to the overall expendim limitation would result. 

In response to the Memorandum. the Primary Committee stated, 
that it was its intention to allocate dl compliance legal cost to the Legal-compliance cost 
center and the other expenses to Legal-othn. The Primary committee continued that the 
Committee's General Counsel and Chief Counsel would provide the compliance services 
since that was their primary area of expertise and paid outside counsel would primarily 
handle non-compliance matters. The Primary Committee stated fwther that the auditors 
questioned whether Ken Stem. who was Depur). G e n d  Counsel and on the 
Comminee's payroll. would be treated as 100% compliance since he performed othn 
tasks that mal; not have been compliance related. The Primary Committee suggested that 
M r .  Stern's payoll and overhead be treated as subject to the limit, except for the 5% 
national compliance exemption. 11 is b e  position of the Primary Committee h a t  all other 
expenses irutially charged IO the Legal-compliance cost center should be treated as 100% 
exempt. * 

The Audit staff did not single out Mr. Stem for performing tasks 
hi were not compliance relaied. The Audit sraffdid note that the Primary Committee's 
General Counsel was involved in contract ncptiatiom and an Associate Counsel 
collected rent. and that such functions were not considered exempt compliance iiciivities. 
However. in addition to the above, it is obvious that Mr. Stem's salary and associated 
overhead could not be considered l0OOl0 exempt compliance. Further, according to the 
Pnmw). Comminee other SM attorneys allocated minimal time to other than compliance 
senices. 

charged to the legal deparunent were performing duties which are not considered 100% 
exempt compliance. Therefore, the proposed reclassification of only Mr. Stern's salary 
and associated overhead from the amount originally c h g e d  to the Legal-compliance cost 
center. as suggested by the Primary Commiaee. does not alter the Audit &s opinion 

As demonstmted above, the individuals whose expenses were 
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that all legal ex 
compliance 15% operating. 

as originally classified should b all 

With respect to the Matching Fund Bepatuneut, the Primary 
Committee stated that it followed the auditon' guidance in the Manual by establishing 
separate accoUnting and matching fund cost centem which reasonably and accurately 
reflect the division of duties. The Pnmary Comrginec: continued that because thm were 
some functions in the contribution processing office that the FEC does not treat as 100% 
complimce, the Pnmary Comminec did not allocate that portion ofthose activities to the 
matching fund cost center. Instead thou: costs were allocated to the accounting cost 
center and the numbers on the FEC repom originally filed included this allocation. 
Finally, the Primary Committee stated that it provided calculations showing the 
reasonable accounting between cost centers. 

The Primary Comminee provided w o r l q q m  with detailed 
monthly/quarterly amounts of payroll and overhead costs associated with contribution 
processing ha! it allocated to the matching fund and to' the accounring cost ccntm." For 
example, for the period of April through June, 1995 hi: Primary Comminee identified 
82.67% of the cost of conmbution processing as alloaible to the mtching fund cost 
center and 17.33% as allocable to the accounting cost center. 

In addition IO applying this p r m t a g e  t~ costs associated with 
contribution processing, the Primary Comminn applied this same percentage (1  7.33%) 
10 payroll and overhead expenses associated with two ohar employees, computers, cost 
of software and computer services. and, to the cost of overhead associated with the 
matching fund offices and charged that amount to the accounting cost center with the 
remainder (81.67%) charged to the matching fund cost center. It is not clear h m  the 
workpapers provided how h i s  allocation is related to these costs. The Audit sraff 
contacted the Primary Committee chief accountant in an attempt to obtain an explanation 
mith respect to the Primary Committee's methodology used to calculate its allocation 
percentages and to obtain documentation to ruppon such calculations On at least 3 
occasions the chief accountant stated she had tcqucsted copies of work papers (from the 
Washington DC office) containing the calculations aid once in her possession she would 
contact the Audit Division. No such contact was made. 

As prsviously stated. the cos: associated with h e  preparation of 
matching fund submissions shall nor include costs of general contribution processing 
such as data entry and batchng conuibutions for deposit. (Compliance Manual at page 
30). The Primary Committee's proposal did not include (1) any detailed information 
concerning the duties performed by individuals assigned to the matching funds 
department. or (2) any justification for the percentrgcs identified for other categories of 
expenses which the Primary Cornmince now considers not exclusively related PO the 

The pmenupe of payroll related to conaibution processing allouted to the accounting cost 
center varied with each reponing penod. 

b1 
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pnparation of mat 
exempt, 15% Qpcratbg allocation for the matching fund cost center r e d  a consistent 

f h d  submissions. It is the Audit opinion that an 85% 

and &onable~~ethod to dlocatc such costs. Accodhgly, an adjustment of 6395.1 87 to 
expenditures subject to the overall l i t  has been included, rather tban the proposed 
adjustment of S 1 17,8 1 7 suggeaed by the Rimary Committee in its m p o ~ .  

3. 

The Committee allocated costs associated with its h e a d q m a  
departments either 1W!, 85% or 5% to exempt legal and accounting and the remainder 
was a l l ~ ~ a t ~ d  to operating expenditures. Thmfore to innUe the accuracy of the 
calculation of expenditures subject to the limit, if an aw or service when purchased or 
provided wibs allocated 85% to exempt legal and accormting and 15% to operatiag, the 
proceeds from the sale of that asset or a refund related to that service should k credited 
85% exempt legal and accounting and the remaining 15% to operating. During our 
review of refunds and rebates received by the Prinwy Coxrunittee, it was detennined that 
certain amounls were offset incornctly at lOO%(inswad of 85% or 5%) aginsp the 
overall expenditure limitation. The cornet allocation of refunds and rebates will add 
5170,857 to the overall expenditure limitation. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee indisated 
that the correct amount of rebds  and rebates that should be added to the overall 
expenditure limitation is 5168,445. The Primary Cornminee stated that among the 
refunds reallocated by the auditors uas 5379.705 for the sale of assets, of which S60.601 
was added to the overall expenditure limit by calculating 85% of the legal and 
accounting assets' value and 5% of the other assets' value involved in the sale. 
According 10 the Primary Committee the assels sold were valued at $370,836. Of that 
amount. the Primary Committee states that assets sold from the accounting department 
should decrease the limit by 15%. those assets sold from the legal and from the matching 
fund cost center should not decrcase the oveeall expenditure limit, while the assets sold 
from the other cost centers should decrease the expenditure limit 5%. h upward 
adjustment of 558.186 to the ovcrall expenditure limit relative to this sale of assets is 
warranted rather than the S60.601 calculated by the auditors. The figure proposed by the 
Primary Committee is incorrect since it was calculated by using c e m b  offset mounts 
related to the sale of assets which the Primary Comminee incorrectly classified as 100% 
compliance rather than the proper allocation of 85Y0 compliance used by the Audit staff 
for the legal and the matching fund cost centers. 

Nothwithstanding the above, an additional calculation is necessary 
to arrive at the comct amount ofthe adjustment to the overall expenditure limit. The 
General Committee purchased assets from the Primary Comminee for S370.816 and the 
GELAC purchased assets from the DC office for 58,889. In addition, assets from the 
matching fund depanment weec sold to the GELAC for S55,180. The Primary 
Committee did not include in its adjustment (5168,445) to the overall expendim 
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limitation matc d depamnent assets purchased by oh 
Audit &s position that expenses charged to the matching fund department should be 
considered 85% exempt compliance, and 15% operating (chargeable to the overall 
e x p d j w  limit), thus an additional downward adjustment of $8,277 ($55,180 x .IS) to 
the ~xpenditurc limitation is necessary. 

AC. Howeva. it is the 

Based on the above. the Audit stai€included m adjuslment of 
5 162,850 ($ 170,857 - $8.277) h our analysis of the o v d l  expendim limitation (see 
footnote D). 

4. Amounts Due the General C w  inee and th e 
GELAC 

The GELAC paid the Primary Committee $1 5 1,757 for 
salary and overhead of Primary Committee staff who worked on GELAC activities prior 
IO the Candidate's date of ineligibility. Our review revealed that only certain penons paid 
by the Primary Committee worked 100% on GELAC activities for their entire period of 
employment prior to the Candidate's date of ineligibility. For those persons who did not 
work exclusively on GELAC activities for their enti= pre-DO1 period of employment no . 
reimbursement from GELAC is warranted according to the regulations at 9 1 CFR 
$9034.4(e). Expenses fQr salary and overhead that were allocated betwm the Primary 
Committee and the GELAC bur were not exclusively general election in nature are 
considered primary expenses. Based on our review of GELAC documentation, we 
determined that 562.879 in salary and overhead expenses were associated with staff 
working exclusively on GELAC activities for their entire prc-DOI period ofemp!oyment. 
.4ccordingiy. the Prim- CornmitIee should have returned to the GELAC $88,878 
(6 I5 1.757 - 562.879). Ofthis amount (488.878) only 1523,033 was applied by L e  
Prim- Comminee as an offset to expendims subject to the limitation. Therefore. L e  
Audit staff has added f23.033 to the ovcrznll expenditure limitation. 

In its response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee 
disagreed that the bright line test was intended to apply to GELAC fundraising. 
According to the Primary Committee. the regulations under 11 CFR §9003.3(a)(l)(i) 
specifically authorize the establishment of a GELAC committee prior to the candidate's 
nomination and specifically require the payment of GELAC fundraising expenses fer 
GELAC funds raised. Finally. the Pnmary Committee stated that if the bright line test 
were applied to GELAC operations. it could result in the Primary Committee paying all 
of the cons for raising GELAC funds. It is the Primary Committee's position that it does 
not owe the GELAC a reimbursement and no addition to the overall expendime 
limitation is wananted 

It remains our opinion that only salary and overhead 
expenses for campaign staff who worked exclusively on GELAC activities for their entire 
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Perid of malo prior to the date of nomination could imbursed by GELAC. 
Further, the &&ti& at 11 CFR 59034.4 (e) encompassed dl expenditures, including 
operating, fundpaising atid winddown. Thmfom, the Committ~~ should return 
to the G U C  588,878, of that mount 523.033 has been added to expenditures subject to 
the overall hitation. 

The primary Committee paid mt to 1100 21st Association 
Ltd. Parmaship for the months of July and August. Ihe Gcncral CondnCe paid nna for 
offce space for the femaininB months of September through Novcmbcr. During the lease 
period the Primary Committee subleased a portion of its office spacc to the firm 
Dickstein, Shapirq Morin & Oshimky LLP 0s). The sublease rent payments, totding 
576.716. were deposited into the PTimary Committee's acml~llt and subsequently offset 
against expenditures subject to the limitation. The Audit staffcalculated that the Primary 
Cornminee owes the General Committee 339.45 1 ." The Primery C o d n e e  in its 
response calculated that the primary Comminn owed the Cmcral Comminec $43,005. 
However, the Primary Comminee did not consider in its calculation rent that the G e n d  
Committee should have paid for August 29 - 3 1. This will add S39.45 1 to &e overall 
expendim limitation. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Rimary Commiacc 
stated that it does not dispute this calculation and a g m s  to pay the General Committee 
S39.45 1. In addition, the Primary Committee does not dispute that this will add S39.45 1 
to the overall expendime limitation. However. to date the Primary Committee has not 
provided evidence that the payment has been made to the General Committee. 

Shoun below is the calculation of the expenditures subject 
to rhe limit:. 

This mount was dcnvtd by pro mung 514.033 for Ihm days in A u g w  1996 plus f14.033 w h  
fur September. October. md November less Ihe amount of rent (S4.007) paid by the Rimuy 
Coinmime which should have been paid by the General Comminee for the period 8/29/96 
8'31196. 

u 
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CLMTON/GORE '96 P R I W Y  C O W  INC. 
ANALYSIS OF ExpENDS'NRES SUBJECTTO LIMITATION 

A M O I J N T R E P O R ~ B Y  T E P R U l A R Y  COMMITIEE 
ATDECEMBER31.1997 

LESS 

530.127.701 

ADDITIONAL HEADQUARTER DEPARTMENTS AND UBENDTPURES 363.668 
CONSIDERED EXEMPT LEGAL AND ACCOUNTING 

SUBTOTAL 30,364,033 

ADD: 

DEBTS OWED BY THE PRIMARY COMMITTEE AT DECEMBER 31.19997 104.759 Y 

15Si FOR LEGAL DEPARTMENT AND MATCHMG FUND DEPARTMENT 
NOT CONSiDERED IOWA EXEMPT COMPLIANCE 

395,117 

REFUNDS. REBATES AND THE SALE OF ASSETS 
INCORREClLY OFFSET AGAMST THE LIMIT 

162.850 

PAYABLE TO CLMTONGORE 9 6  GENERAL ELECTION COMPLIANCE 23.033 u 
FLlND FOR SALARY AND OVERHEAD PRE DO1 

DUE TO CLMTONGORE 96 GENERAL COMMITTEE 
CONVESTION TRAVEL 
SUBLEASE PAYMENTS 

IN-KMD CONTRIBUTION FOR EVENT COSTS 

SUBTOTAL 

64 

51.878 f/ 

12.427 
39.45 I 

24.926 

t3 1.126.666 
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LESS: 

DEBTS OWED TO THE COMMIlsEE AT D€CEMBEJt 31.1997 

AMOUNT DUE FROM CLINTONGORE '96 G M R A L  COMMITIEE 
BlSMARK EMERpRIsEs 

AT &T PHONE LEASE 
G E  

SUBTOTAL 

ADD DNC MEDIA EXPENSES 

EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION 

LESS: PRIMARY EXPENDllURE LIMITATION 

EXPENDITURES IM EXCESS OF PRIhURY SPENDING LlMITAflON 

LESS OUTSTANDING PAYABLE§ 

361.860 H/ 

87.159 v 
u9a 
63.736 

439 

30,617,647 

46.S80.358 

'17258.00s 

30.91 O.Oo0 

46.348.005 

100,795 J' 

EXPENDITURES IX EXCESS OF THE SPENDMG LlMlTATION SUBJECT TO 
REPAYMEhT 

46.2471 1Q 

- 
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A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G 

H. 

1. 

J. 

This amount pepresents costs that arc consided cxcmpt legal and accounting 
expews. See Finding III.D. 1. 

DebtsowedbytheprimahyCommineeasrrportedinitsDecember31,1997 
Disclosure Rcpons Schedde D. 

This amount represents 15% of the legal department and the 
department expenses phas based on a review of salary and overhead, were 
misclassified. See Finding III.D.2. 

fund 

This amount is for rehds,  rebates and the sale of assets that wm offset 100% 
against the limit by the Primary Committee. However, the documentation 
indicated that only a portion of the refund (15% or 95%) should have bem offset 
against the expendim limit. See Finding III.D.3. 

T̂his amount represents the amount ofa GELAC PeiarPbursement for pre date of 
eligibility salary and overhead expenses incomctly ~ f f ~ t  against the limit, the 
balance ofthe reimbursement was offsea against exempt legal and ~~ccomting 
expenses. Sce Finding III.D.4.a. 

. 

This represents mvel from the Democmic National Convention paid by the 
General Committee (see Audit Report on the General Committee, Finding 
11I.B. 1 .) and sublease payments (see Finding III.D.4.b). 

This represenls an apparent in-kind contribution by the DNC for event expenses. 
See Finding 1II.C. 

A refund from the November 5 Group is due the Primary Committee. According 
to the Primary Committee‘s I ”  and 2- quaner 1998 disclosure report. it has 
received S201.366 of the refund due from the November 5 Group. 

- 

The amount due from the General Commincc for Bismarck Eniqrises and 
AT&T an mounts paid by the Primary Comminee but should have been paid by 
the G d  Committee. See Finding 111.8.1 .a. and b. The GTE amount of $439 
is a Primary refund that was mistakenly deposited into the Gencral Committee’s 
bank account. 

Debts owed by the Primap Commince as reported in iu  December 3 1,1997 
Disclosure Reports Schedule D less 53,964 paid during 1998. 
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As depicted in the chart above, the Audit staff identified 
577,258,005 in expendim chargeable to the o v d l  expaditwe limitation. The 
Primary C o d t t e c  in its rrspow contended that it was M35.188 under the overall 
expendinue limit. Our review of the R;,?lary Committee's disciosuts report§ as amended 
through June 30,1998 rrflcctcd ercpcnditutes chargeable to the overall limit of 
530,330,410 -an amount qual to 5579,590 under the overall spending l i t .  The Audit 
staffs inclusion of mcdia ucpews paid by the DNC as an in-kind contribution as 
discussed in Finding 1II.A. and the neccss~~y adjustmmWdditions discussed at Findings 
1II.B and C. caused the limit to be exceeded by 546,348,005. Mer adjustments to 
calculate the amount & in excess of the ldt, $46,247,210 is subject 10 (L pro rata 
repayment to the United States Treasufy. 

Recommeadatian #6 

The Audit staff recommends the Commission detmnhe that S6.96621r) 
(S46.247.210 x .150630) is repayable to the United States Trtastgy pursuant to 11 CFR 
§9038.2@)(2)(ii)(A). 

Shodd the Commission's analysis of the fans, interprrtation of applicable law, 
and conclusions be different from that presented above, the amount to be added to 
Primap Committee's spending limitation and the amount to be repaid to the U.S. 
Treasury could be changed or eliminated. 

E. 

Section 9034.5 (a) of Title I I of the Code of Federal Regulations requires 
thai uilhin 15 calendar days a f m  the candidate's date of ineligibility, the candidate shall 
submit a statement of net outstanding campaign obligations which reflects the total of all 
net outstanding obligations for qualified campaign expenses plus estimated necessary 
winding d o m  costs. 

In addition. Section 9034. I (b) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states. in par!. that if on the date of ineligibility a candidate has net 
outstanding campaign obligations as defined under 1 1  CFR $9034.5, that candidate may 
continue to receive matching payments provided that on the date of payment there arc 
remaining net ouutanding campugn obligations. 

President Clinton's date of ineligibility was August 28. 1996. The Audit 
s d  reviewed the Cornsnine's financial activip through December 3 1, 1997, analyzed 
winding down c o s .  and prepared the Statement ofNet Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations. 

a This mount may rrquuc a downward ~JIJSIITICIM pmdtng fml molution ofthe repayment 
manm nored at Flndtng 1II.B 

4 
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I t  should bc noted that the Primary ConamineC submitted with its response 
to the Memotandm its version of the Statemart of Met outstanding Campaign 
Obligations. There werc several dif5mces bemeen the Audit pepred stazment and 
the one prepad by the Rrmary C o d n e t .  According to the Primary Co&ttcc, the 
deficit as of Aupl29.1998 war 51,071,026, whmas, the deficit calculated by the Audit 
staffas of August 28,1998 was S895,646 a difference ofapproximately 5175,000. 
However. the Rimary CoasminCC did not provide worlsheas, schedules or othm 
docummtation to support the derivation of its n u m b .  

The Audit staffs prepared Statement of Net Qutstandk~ Campais 
Obligations appears below. Bared on our analysis, the Primary C ~ d t t e c  did not 
receive matching funds in excess of its cnritlcrncnt. 
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CLlNTONlGORE ‘96 PRIMARY COHIIffllllE€, INC. 
STATEMENT OF NET OUTSfANOlNG CAMPNGN OEUGATiONS 

as determined through Dacembeir 31,1997 
as of August 28,1906 

ASSETS 

Cash in Bank 
Cash on Hand 
Invemnb m US. lrsasury Noter/Bo~dr 

Atcounts Receiwabb: 

~cenrsd lnmmt 
Vendor bapositl 
Due trwn GELAC 
Clintonloore ‘96 General Committee 
Vendor Refunds 

Capital Assets 

Total Asratr 

OBLIGATIONS 

b u n t s  Payable for Ourlificd Campaign Expenses 
Refunds of Conlnbubons 

Federal Income T u  

Amounr Due G E U C  
Amount Due Cenml Comminct 
Amount Due US. T m w y  - Sule-datcd Cheeks 

Acnul Wtndlng Down E x p m ~ ~  
- 

December6.1996-Decmber31.1997 

Estunated Wlndlng Down Expmia 
Jmwr). 1.1998-D~~~111ber31,1999 

s 3,389.406 (1) 
292 

2,146,9$0 

9,111 (2) 
54,833 (3) 

151.157 (4) 
87.159 (5) 

385,568 (6) 

497,427 (7) 

6.722.653 

4.338.553 (8) 
7,275 (I)) 

165.480 (10) 

88.878 (11) 
12.427 (12) 
12230 (13) 

1.822356 

1.170.900 (14) 
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(5) 

(It) 

OOTNOTES TO NOCO STATE 

Audited B.nk Reconciliation at &28M which include, dtadatcd checks dated 011 or before date 
of ineligibility added back to carh in bank. 
Accrued intmn mcomc 7/211/96 - 11R&96. 
This amount rrprcsenu vendor deposits oWS8nding 8s obM1119B. 
This mwt mflcns GELLAC rcimbursnnmtr to the Rimary Committee for GELAC salaries and 
overhead expenses initially paid by the Rimmy Committee on or befm 8/28/96. An offset 
($88.8711) WIT alculstcd by the Audit M t o  reflect the cxpaua of individuals not working 
exclusively OR GELAC matun (see Note 1 I). 

catering services provided to the General C o m m h ;  (b) UI mount (563.736) paid by the 
Primary Comminre for an ATkT phone l e w  which should h8ve been paid by the General 
Commincc; (c) a G E  rcfund 6439)  8ddrcsscd to the Rnrry Committee but m n e o u r l y  
deposited by the Cmml Comminn. 
Amounu deposited post date of ineligibility for transactions made on or before date of ineligibility 
plus the reponed amount owed to the Primary Committee by one of iu mcdm vmdon. 
Recognition of gross capiral assets including software and licensing fees lesr d c p m h i o n  Of 4Ph. 
Reflecrs rcnul 8ccounu payable h u g h  Iy3 1197 absent I reduction to accounts payable for post 
date of ineligibility stale-dated checks and winding dorm CON. 
Rcprexnu conmbutions dated 8RBM or befom and refunded to conaibutors. 
This amount reflects the tax liability for invcmnmt income and i n t m  mmed on deposits for the 

T h i s  offseu the GELAC reimbunemcnr to the Primary Cornminee at Note 4; the diffmncc of 
162.879 represents the allowable rcunburrrmmt by GELAC for staff working 1OPh on GELAC 
mamcn pnor to date of mcligibilip 
This amount represents; (a) DNC Convention related mvel on TWA paid (17,291) by the General 
Cornmince; (b) a leg of DNC Convention mvel  from Chicago to Cape Girardcsu, MO relative to 
the Run- Comminec that was paid (15.136) by the Genml  Comminec (see Audit Repon of lhe 
Cenenl Cornmince. Fmdmg 111.8. I .) 
Rlmar). Commince'a o u m d t n g  check to vendon or conuibuton that have not been cashed. 
T h i s  amount is based on the h a p  Commmec'r actual 1997 yearend winding down expenses. 

This mount reprumu: (8) Rimmy COtlldttC~ papCnt ($22.984) to Birmmk btCQriSCS for 

period 111/96-8R8/96. 
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F. 

Section 9038.6 of Title 11 of the Code of Ftdnal Regulations States that if 
the committee has checks ouutandig to creditors or conuibutions that have not k e n  
cashed. the committ~~ shall notify the Commission. The comanittee shall inform the 
Commission of iu efforts to lacate the payees, if such effo- have becn necessary, and its 
cffom to encolaage the payees to cash the outstanding checks. The committee siiall also 
submit a check for the total amount of such ouutanding checks. psyable to the United 
States Treasury. 

During our review of the primary Committee’s disbursement activity, the 
Audit staff identified 97 staledated checks totaling $38.164 dated between April 27. 
1995 and December 16.1997. The Audit staffprovided a schedule of the spale-dated 
check to the Primary Committee on Thursday. Mash 19,1998. 

In the Exit Confmncc Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that 
the Primary Commince present evidence that the checks wert not outstanding (Le., copies 
of the front and back of the negotiated checks), or that the outstanding check were 
voided and/or that no Primary Committee obligation exists. 

In response to the Memorandum, the F%IMIY Committee provided 
evidence that checks. totaling 425.934, had been voided. reissued and clemd the bank 
(420.044); had cleared the bank subsequent to the end of fieldwork ($2,890); had been 
originally issued in error ($1,000); and, had been voided and a check reissued to the U.S. 
T r c a s q  ($2.000). 

Documentation %as also made available with respect to action taken on 
the remaining stale-dated checks, toding $12.230, however, evidence of final disposition 
has not k e n  made available. 

Based on the above. the Audit staff reduced the amount of unresolved 
staledated checks IO 512.230. 

Rccommcad8tion Uf 

The Audit d recommends  that the Commission make a determination that the 
Primary Cornminet is required to make a payment of $12.230 to the United States 
Treasw. 

Should the Commission’s analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law, 
and conclusions be different than tha~ presented above, the amount due to the U.S. 
T r c a r q  would be changed or eliminated. 

71 
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G. 

Shown below is a m a p  of amounts due the U.S. Treasury as discussed in 
thisreport. 

Nonqualilkd Campaign Expenses 
( F i i  III.B.1 S 54,578 

Expenditures in Excess of the Overall Limitation 
(Finding IILD.) 6,9663 17 

stale Dated checks Finding 1II.F.) _&23p 

Total 

Should the Commission’s 8~18lySlS of Ihc fmr. urtrrpmuion of applicable kw. and conclusions 
be difFcmr thrn thrt pmsenied above. the mount due to the US. Trrwyy would be changed or 
elunurusd. 

a 
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #I 
Page 1 of 1 

DNC AND PRIMARY COMMITZEE ADS HAVING S A M E  AUDIO AND VIDEO 
c o m  
[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

PI I REAL TICKET CG13-30 
D795 DOLUGINGNCH DNC1228-30 

THE OVAL OFFICE IF IT WERE BOB DOLE SITTING HERE HE WOULD HAVE ALREADY 
CUT MEDICARE 270,000,000,000 DOUARS TOXIC POUVCfRS OFF TH€ HOOK NO 
TO THE BRADY BILL 60,000 CRlMMALS ALLOWED TO B W  HANDGUNS AND SLASHED 
EDUCATION PRESIDENT CLINTON STOOD FIRM AND DEFENDED OUR VALUES BUT 
NEXT YEAR IF NEWT GMGRlCH CONTROLS CONGRESS AKTD HIS PARTNER BOB DOLE 
ENTERS THE OVAL OFFlCE THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM 

PI2 NOBODY CG14-30 

THE OVAL OFFICE IF DOLE SITS HERE A N D  CINGRICH RUNS CONGRESS WHAT 
COULD HAPPEN MEDICARE SLASHED WOMEN'S RIGKT TO, CHOOSE GONE EDUCATION 

D796 THEM DNC1229-30 

SCHOOL DRUG PROGRAMS CUT AND A RISKY 5.50.000,0U0,000 DOLLAR PLAN 
BALLOONS THE DEFICIT RAISES IMEREST RATES HURTS THE ECONOMY PRESIDENT 
CLIh'TON SAYS BALANCE THE BUDGET CUT TAXES FOR FAMILIES COLL€GE TUFTION 
STAh'DS UP TO DOLE AND GMGRJCH B W  IF DOLE WINS AND GMGRICH RUNS 
CONGRESS MERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM 

Pl; BACK' CG09-30 - 
D79-I SCHEME DNC1227-30 
AMERICA'S ECONOMY IS COMING BACK 10,000,000 NEW JOBS WE MAKE MORE 
ALTOS THAN JAPAN HIGHER MINIMUM WAGE NOW BOB DOLE ENDANGERS IT ALL 
WITH A RISKY LAST MINUTE SCHEME THAT WOULD BALLOON M E  DEFICIT HIGHER 
ISTEREST RATES HURT FAMILIES PRESlDEhT CLlhTON'S PLAN TAX CUTS FOR 
FAMILIES COLLEGE N m O N  TAX CREDITS HEALTH INSURANCE YOU DON'T LOSE 
CHANGMG JOBS W A R E  REFORM GROWTH PWSIDENT CLOJTON MEETfNG OUR 
CHALLENGES BOB DQLE GAMBLING WITH OUR FUTURE 

I A h a f y  Conunittee ad entitld GAMBLE is neuly identical lo BACK md SCHEME, the 
differences .re: mise tatem rites mrlead of higher isterest rates; brim the cconoiny mslud 
of hurl families. 
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EXHIBIT #2 
Clintodiore '96 primary Committct, Inc. Page 1 of2 

DNC ADS - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS DOLE'S POSITIONS 
F O E :  DOLE SPEAKING IN ITALICS, NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

D303 NO DNC550-30 
WE SflM HIM TH& FIRS7BALANCED BUDGET IN A GEN&RATlON AND HE V D O m  lT 
W€'R& GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE F A C E  THE PRESIDENT PROBOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGFT PROTEClTNG MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVlRO"T BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40.000.000 AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WUFARE 
WHILE PROTECTNG KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLIKTON PLANS IT'S TIME TQ 
SAY YES TO THE CLMTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES 

D324 PROOF DNC580-30 
W€S€AT HIM THE F I N  BALANCED B U L G T I N  A GENERTION AND HE VErOED IT 
W € ' M  GOlNG TO VEirO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROEClTNG MEDICARE EDUCATION THE E N V I R O ~ R B U T  DOLE 
IS VOlTNC NO THE PRESIDEKT CVTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PROTECITNG KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLMTON PLANS IT'S TIME TO 
SAY YES TO THE C L M O N  PLANS Y E S  TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES 

D346 FACTS DNC602-30 
W&SEt7 HIM THE FIRST E A U A ' C D  BUD(;TTIn'A GENERATlOn'AND HE VETOED JT 
IiZ'RE C0l .G TO I'ETO ElU CUA70A'THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALAKCED BUDGET PROTECITNG MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT Curs TAXES FOR 40.000.000 AMERICANS DOLE 
L'OTES KO THE PRESIDEPIT DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE P R O T E m C  KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLlh'TON PLAN ITS TIME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLlhTOh' PLAN YES TO OUR FAMILIES AND OUR VALUES 

D767 ECONOMY DNC1200-30 
REMEMBER RECESSION JOBS LOST THE DOLE COP BILL TRIES TO DENY NEARLY 
1 .ooo.o~ FAMILIES UNEMPLOYMEKT BENEFITS HIGHER INTEREST RATES 
~0.000.000 UNEMPLOYED WITH A DOLE AMENDMENT REPUBLICANS TRY TO BLOCK 
MORE JOB TBAMMC TODAY WE MAKE MORE AUTOS THAN JAPAN RECORb 
CONSTRUCTION JOBS MORTGAGE RATES DOWN ~0,000.000 NEW JOBS MORE WOMEN 
OWWED COMPANIES THAN EVER THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN EDUCATION JOB TRAMING 
ECONOMIC GROWTH FOR A BElT€R FUTURE 
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D797 RISKY DNC1230-30 
BOB DOLE AlTACKMG THE PRESIDENT BUT' PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR 
15,000,000 WORKING FAMILlES PROPOSES TAX -ITS FOR COLLEGE BOB DOLE 
VOTED TO RAISE PAYROLL TAXES SOCIAL SECVRIN TAXES THE 90 INCOME TAX 
MCREASE 9 ~ . 0 0 0 , ~ 0 . 0 ~  M HIGHER TAXES HIS RISKY TAX SCHEME TO #Ew! 
PAY FOR IT EXPERTS SAY DOLE AND GMGRlCH WILL HAVE TO CUT MEDICARE 
EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT BOB DOLE FtAlSMG T U E S  TRYING TO CUT MEDICARE 
RCMhTNG FROM HIS RECORD 
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fNOTE: NON-IT'ALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

D212 TABLE DNC420-30 
THE GMGRlCH DOLE BUDGET PLAN DOCTORS CHARGING MORE THAN MEDICARE 
ALLOWS HEADSTART SCHOOL ANTI DRUG HELP SLASHU) CHILDREN DENIED 
ADEQUATE MEDICAL CARE TOXIC POLLUTERS LET OFF THE HOOK BUT PRESIDENT 
CLINTON HAS PUT A BALANCED BUDGET PLAN ON THE TABLE PROTECI"G 
MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATlON ENVIRONMENT THE PRESIDENT Curs TAXES AND 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES BUT DOLE AND GMGRlCH JUST WALKED AWAY THA'T"S 
WRONG THEY MUST AGREE TO BALANCE THE BUDGET WITHOUT HURTMG AMERICA'S 
FAMILIES 

D348 SUPPORTS DNC610-30 
THIS DOLE GMGRlCH ATTACK AD HAS THE FACTS ALL WRONG PRESIDWCLINTON 
SUPPORTS TAX CREDITS FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN BUT WHEN DOLE AND 
GMGRlCH MSISTED ON MISMG TAXES ON WORKING FAMILIES HUGE CUTS M 
MEDICARE EDUCATION CUTS M TOXIC CLEANUP CLINTON VETOED IT M E  
PRESIDEhT'S PLAN PRESERVE MEDICARE DEDUCT COLLEGE TUIIIOX SAVE AKTl 
DRUG PROGUMS BUT DOLE GMGRJCH VOTE NO NO TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES THE 
PRESIDEhTS PLAN MEETlNG OUR CHALLENGES PROTECiTdG OUR VALUES 

D379 PHOTO DNC641-30 
60.000 FELONS A N D  FUGITJVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN'T BECAUSE 
PRESlDEhT C L N O N  PASSED THE BRADY BILL FIVE DAY WAITS BACKGROUND 
CHECKS BLT DOL€ AND GMGRlCH VOTED NO ~00.000 NEW POLICE BECAUSE 
PRESIDEST CLlhTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GMGRlCH VOTED NO W A m  TO REPEAL 
IT STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT C L M O N  DID IT DOLE 
AND GINGRICH NO AGAIN THEIR OLD WAYS DON'T WORK PRESIDENT CLINTON'S 
PLANS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES 

DO4 BACKGROUND DNC68Q-30 
60.000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN'T BECAUSE 
PRESIDEhT CLI'NTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL BACKGROUND CHECKS DOLE A N D  
GTh'GRICH VOTED NO AND NOW WANT TO REPEAL THE ASSAULT WUPONS BAN 
1~0.000 NEW POLICE PRESIDENT CLlhTON DELIVERED DOLE A N D  GMGRlCH VOTED 
NO STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGUMS PRESIDENT CLMTON DID IT 
REPUBLICANS PLAN TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS OLD WAYS DON'T WORK PRESIDENT 
CLhTON'S PLANS THE NEW' WAY MEETlFiG OUR CHALLENGES PROKClMC OUR 
VALUES 
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D433 FINISH DNC710-30 

DOLE GINGRICH WAN~FD "EM cm NOW my'm sm P R O ~ C I E ~  M THE 96 
HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CLEANUP EJCTRA POLICE ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS 

BUDGET BECAUSE THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE GINGRICH DEADLOCK 
GRIDLOCK SHUT DOWNS THE PRESIDENTk PLAN FINISH THE JOB BALANCE THE 
BUDGET REFORM WELFARE CUT TAXES PROTECT MEDICARE PRESIDENT U M O N  
SAYS GET IT DONE MEET OUR CHALLENGES PROTECT OUR VALUES 

D458 S A M E  DNC740-30 
AMERICA'S VALUES HEADSTART SllRlENT LOANS TOXIC CLUNUP EXllU POLICE 
PROTECTED IN THE BUDGET AGREEMENT THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE 
GMGRICH'S LATEST PLAN MCLUDES TAX HIKES ON WORKING FAMlLlES UP TO 
18.000.000 CHILDREN FACE HWTHCARE CUTS MEDICARE SLASHED 
~67,000,000.000 THEN DOLE RESIGNS LEAVMG BEHIND GRIDLOCK HE AND 
GMGRICH CREATED THE PRESlDENfS PLAN POLITICS MUST WAlT BALANCE THE 
BUDGET REFORM WELFARE PROTECT OUR VALUES 

D483 SIDE DNC770-30 
AMERICA'S VALUES THE PRESIDENT BANS DEADLY ASSAULT WEAPONS DOLE 
GINGRICH VOTE NO THE PRESIDENT PASSES FAMILY LEAVE DOLE GINGRICH VOTE 
NO THE PRESlDEhT STANDS FIRM A BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS MEDICARE 
DISABLED CHILDREN NO AGAIN NOW DOLE RESIGNS LEAVES GRJDLOCK HE AND 
ClSCRlCH CREATED THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN BALANCE THE BUDGET PROTECT 
SlEDICARE REFORM WELFARE DO OUR DUTY TO OUR P A W S  OUR CHILDREN 
ASIERICA'S VALCES 

D557 DEFEND DNC950-30 - 
PROTECnNC FAMILIES FOR MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON 

THE DOLE GlNGRlCH BUDGET WOULD HAVE SLASHED MEDICARE 270.000.000,000 
CLT COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIPS THE PRESlDEhT DEFENDED OUR VALUES F WTECTED 
MEDICARE AND NOW A TAX CUT OF 1 .so0 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR THE FIRST TWO 
YEARS OF COLLEGE MOST COMMUNlTY COLLEGES FREE HELP ADULTS GO BACK TO 
SCHOOL THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN PROTECTS OUR VALUES 

e17 TAXES ME WLE GINGRICH BUDGR TRIED TO RAISE TAXES ON 8,000,000 
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0627 ANOTHER DNC1001-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD WRONG PWIDENT CLINTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GINGRlCH BUDGETTRlED TO REPEAL 1 o ~ , ~ o  NEW POLICE DOLE GlNGRICH TIPlED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 

D592 VALUES DNCl040-30 
AMERICAN VALUES DO OUR DUTY TO OUR PARENTS PRESIDENT CLBITON PROTECTS 
MEDICARE THE DOLE GMGRlCH BUDGE-T TRlED TO CLTT MEDICARE 
270.000.000,000 PROTECT FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR 
MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES THE DOLE GINGRlCH B W E T T I U € D  TO RAISE 
TAXES ON 8,000,000 OF THEM OPPORTUNITY PRESIDENT CLINTON PROPOSES TAX 
BREAKS FOR TUlTlON THE DOL€ GMGRlCH BUDGET 'WED TO SLASH COLLEGE 
SCHOLARSHIPS ONLY PRESIDENT CLlhTON'S PLAN MEETS OUR CHALLENGES 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES 

D697 INCREASED DNCll20-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD LIISLEADMG PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED 
BOROER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS UCORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTISG US U'ORKERS FROM REPLACEMEh7 BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GlNGRlCH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100.000 MEW POLiCE DOLE GINGRICH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL Ah71 DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 

D7X ENOUGH DNC 1 160-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENTTO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORJCERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS M E  DOLE 
Glh'GRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100.000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRlCH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL Ah71 DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 
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13 DNC ADS - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS '' TEE REPUBLICANS' " POSITIONS 
(NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER BOLD TYPE IS GDJGRICH S P W G ]  

D1 PROTECT DNClO-30 
MEDICARE LlFEblNE FOR OUR U S E I U Y  ITERE IS A WAY TO PROTECT MEDICARE 
BENEFITS AND BALANCE THE BUDGET PRESIDE" CLINFON WHO CVT GOVERNMENT 
WASTE REDUCED EXCESS SPENDING SLOWED MEDICA& INFLATION WE REPUBLICANS 
DISAGREE THEY WANT TO CUT MEDICARE 270 B U I O N  DO- CHARGING 
ELDERLY 600 MORE A YEAR FOR MEDICAL CARE 1700 MORE FOR HOME CARE 
PROTECT MEDICARE BENEFITS OR CUT THEM A DECISION THATTOUCHES US ALL 

D10 MORAL DNCll-30 
AS AMERICANS MERE ARE SOME THINGS WE DONE SIMPLY AND SOLELY BECAUSE 
THEY'RE MORAL RIGHT AND GOOD TREATfNG OUR ELDERLY WITH DIGNITY IS ONE 
OF THESE THINGS WE CREATED MEDICARE NOT BECAUSE It WAS C H U P  OR EASY 
BUT BECAUSE IT WAS M E  RIGHT THING TO DO TWE REPUBLICANS ARE WRONG TO 
WANT TO CUT MEDlCARE BENEFItS AND PRESIDENT C L M O N  IS RIGHT TO 
PROTECT MEDICARE RIGHT TO DEFEND OUR DECISION AS A NAllON TO DO WHAT'S 
MORAL GOOD AND RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY 

D19 EMMA DNC54-30 
PRESERVING MEDICARE FOR THE NEXT GENERATION THE RIGHT CHOICE BUT 
WHArS THE RIGHT WAY REPUBLICANS SAY DOUBLE PREMIUMS DEDUCTSBLES NO 
COVERAGE IF YOU'RE UNDER SIXm-SEVEN 270 BILLION M CUTS BUT LESS THAN 
HALF THE MONEY REACHES THE MEDICARE TRUST FUND THAT% WRONG WE CAN 
SECURE LIEDICARE WITHOUT THESE NEW COSTS ON THE ELDERLY THAT'S THE 
PRESIDEh'fS PLAN CUT W A S E  COhTROL COSTS SAVE MEDICARE BALANCETHE 
BUDGET THE RIGHT CHOICE FOR OUR FAMILIES 

D38 SAND DNC120-30 
THERE ARE BELIEFS AND VALULF THAT TIE AMERICANS TOGETHER IN WASHMGTON 
THESE VALUES GET LOST IN M E  TUG OF WAR BUT WHAT% RiGKT MATTERS WORK 
KOT WELFARE IS RIGHT PUBLIC EDUCATION IS RIGHT MEDICARE IS RIGHT A TAX 
CUT FOR WORlCMC FAMILIES IS RIGHT THESE VALUES ARE BEHIND THE 
PRESIDEhTS BALANCED BUDGEr PLAN VALUES REPUBLICANS IGNORE CONGRESS 
SHOULD JON THE PRESIDENT AND BACK THESE VALUES SO INSTMD OF A TUG OF 
U'AR WE COME TOGETWER A N D  DO WHAT% RIGHT FOR OUR FAMILIES 
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0 5 8  FAMIUES DNC170-30 
OUR FAMlLlES NEED MEDICARE BVT NOW WE LEARN THE TRUTH NOW WE DON'T GET 
RID OF IT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE WE DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S POLXTlCALLY 
SMART WE DON'T THINK TE4VS THE RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRANSITION 
BUT WE B E w E n  TT'S GOING TO WITHER ON THE VINE AND NOW THE 
REPUBLICANS M CONGRESS WANT THE PRESIDMT TO CUT A DEAL AND JUST LET 
MEDICARE WITHER ON THE V I M  NO DEAL THE PR&slDDENT WILL V I 3 0  ANY BILL 
THAT CUTS MEDlCARE BE?4EFrPS EDUCATION OR HARMS THE RdV1RO"T THE 
PRESIDEKT BELIEVES WE MUST DO OUR DVlY BY OUR PARENhS AND PROVIDE OUR 
CHILDREN WlTH OPPORTUNITY 

D78 THREATEN DNC200-30 
THE TRUlH ON MEDICARE NOW WE DON'T GET RID OF IT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE 
WE DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S POLITICALLY SMART WE DON'TTHINK THAT'S THE 
RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRANSITION BUT WE BELIEVE If's GOING TO 
WITHER ON THE VINE MEDICARE WlTHER ON THE VINE BUT PRESIDENT CLMTON 
WILL VETO ANY BILL THAT Cvrs MEDICARL: BEMFITS EDUCATION OR TM 
ENVIRONMEhT NOW REPUBLICANS THREATEN TO CLOSE THE GOVERNMENT DOWN IF 
?HE PRESIDEh'T WON'T CUT MEDICARE A N D  EDUCATION NO DEAL THE PRESIDENT 
WILL DO RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY A N D  OUR CHILDREN THREAT OR NO M E A T  

D1SO PRESlDEhTS DNC261-30 
THE CO'c'STlftmOK PRESIDENTS HAVE USED THE POWER K GIVES THEM TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 42ND PRESIDENT IS STANDMG FIRM FOR 
HIS BALASCED BUDGET PLAN THE P R E S l D E a S  BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR 
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS W CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE 
PRESIDEST'S BALANCED BUDGET SECURE5 OPPORTUNITY FOR OUR CHILDREN 
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BlLLlOK THAT'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS 
VET0lh;C THE REPUBLICAN BuMiET STAKDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE 

D99 FIRM DNC270-30 
THE CONSPlTtmON PRESIDEMK HAVE USED THE POWER ITGIVES M E M  TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S W THE 42ND PRESlDENT IS STANDMG FIRM FOR 
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDEMS BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR 
ELDERLY EPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDiCARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE 
PRESlDEhTS BALANCED BUDGm SECURES OPPORTUNITY FOR OUR CHILDREN 
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATlON 30 BILLION THAT'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS 
VETOMC THE REPUBLJCAN BUDGIZ STANDING Up FOR WE SHE PEOPLE 
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D141 PEOPLE DNCJOO-30 
BELLE IS DOING FINE BUT MEDICARE COULD BE CUT NICHOLAS IS GOING TO 
COLLEGE BUT HIS SCHOLARSHIP COULD BE GONE THE SAKES 161 THE BUDGET 
DEBATE JOSHUA'S DOING WEU BUT HELP FOR HIS DISABILITY COULD BE CUT 
PRESIDENT C L M O N  STANDING FIRM TO PRO= PEOPLE M A l T E W  BOUGH" A 

HOUSE BUT RILL THE WATER BE SAFE TO DRMK MIKE HAS A JOB BUT NEW TAXES 
IN THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET COULD SET HIM BACK PRESIDENT CLINTON SAYS 
BALANCE THE BUDGET BUT PROTECT OUR FAMILIES 

D163 CHILDREN DNC330-30 
AMERICA'S CHILDREN 7,000,000 PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES ON 
WORKING FAMILIES 4.000.000 CHILDREN GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE 
EDUCATION CUT 30,000,000,000 DOLLARS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECnON G t r r n D  
K! iArS  THE SAD TRUTH BEHIND THE REPUBLICAN BLJDGET PLAN ME P R E S I D W S  
SEVEN YEAR BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS MEDICARE EDUCATION AND GIVES 
WORKMG FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN A TAX BREAK rr'S OUR DLKY TO AMERICA'S 
CHILDREN A N D  THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN WILL MEET IT 

D185 SLASH DNC390-30 
AMERICA'S CHILDREh' MILLIONS PUSHEO TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES OVER A 
hilLLlOS GET SLIB STANDARD HEALTH CARE EDUCATlON CUT 30.000,000.000 
BlLLlOS ENVIRONhfEhTAL PROTECTION G U T E D  DRASTIC REPUBLICAN BUDGET CUTS 
BLT THE PRESIDEh7"S PLAN PROTEtTS LiEDlCARE MEDICAID EDUCATION 
E\TlROX%lE%T AND EVEN REPUBLICAN LEADERS AGREE IT BALANCES THE BUDGET 
IS SEVEK YEARS CONGRESS SHOULD NOT SLASH MEDICARE AND MEDICAID IT 
SHOULD BALANCE THE BUDGET AND DO OUR DUTY TO OUR CHILDREN 

D C 9  HELP DNC705-30 
FAMILY MEDICAL LEAVE SO MOTHERS CAS CARE FOR THEIR BABIES PRESIDENT 
CLh7ON GOT JT PASSED REPUBLICANS OPPOSED IT MORE HELP FOR SMALL 
CLASSES TEACHING READING A N D  M A T H  PRESIDENT CLINTON GOT IT PASSED 
REPUBLICANS WANT TO CUT H U P  TO SCHOOLS LOW COST VACCINE TO IMMUNIZE 
CHILDREN AGAINST DISUSE P W I D E h 7  CLMTON PASSED IT REPUBLICANS 
OPPOSE IT THE REPUBLICANS WILL DO AhTTHlNG ANYRIMG TO STOP PRESIDENT 
CLhTOS'S PLAN PRESIDENT CLIMOS'S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES 
PROTEC"NC OUR VALUES 
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D299 STOP DNC54Q-30 
ACCESS TO HEALTH INSURANCE FOR ALL PRESIDENT CXJNTON'S PLAN CHLQ 
SUPPORT COLLECnON FOR MOTHERS AND THElR CHILDEN EDUCATION JOB 
TRAINING MORE POLICE WHAT PRESIDENT CLINTON AND "E DEMOCRATS WANT FOR 
AMERICA REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PmIDENT CLINTON 
REPUBLICANS CUT SCHOOL LUNCHES CUT HEADSTART ClJT CHILD HEALmcW 
REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDE" CLNI'ON STAND FIRM 
CHILDREN ARE C O U " G  ON YOU 
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4 DNC ADS - DREAMS, VICTIMS, CHALLENGE, WELFARE 
VOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER, UNDERSCORED IS CLINTON SPEAKING] 

D508 DREAMS DNC830-30 
I WANT TO BE AN ARCHEOLOGIST COLLEGE PROFESSOR PALEONTOLOGIST THE 
PRESIDENT SAYS GIVE EVERY CHILD THE CHANCE FOR COLLEGE WITH A TAX CUT 
OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR TWO YEARS MAKING MOST COMMuNITl COLLEGES 
FREE ALL COLLEGES MORE AFFORDABLE 1 WANT TO BE AN OCEANOGRAPHER 
PRESCHOOL TEACHER AND FOR ADULTS A CHANCE TO LEARN F M D  A BEtTER JOB 
THE PRESIDENT% TUITION TAX CUT PLAN I'M GONG TO FIND A CURE FOR 
CANCER BECAUSE YOU'RE NEVER TOO OLD TO LEARN OR TOO YOUNG TO DREAM 

D276 VICTIMS DNCSQO-30 
EVERY YEAR M AMERICA 1,000,000 WOMEN ARE VlCnMS OF DOMESTIC ABUSE IT 
IS A VIOLATION OF OUR NATlON'S VALUES If S PAINFUL TO BEE ITS TIME TO 
CONFRONT IT THE PRESIDENT% PLAN MCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
WORK NOT WELFARE TO E N C B W G E  STRONGER FAMILIES IMPROVE AND ENFORCE 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LAWS 1 .ooo,ooo WOMEN A E S T  OF OUR NATIONAL 
CHARACTER A CHALLENGE WE WILL MEET 

D241 CHALLENGE DNC450-30 
ASIERICA WAS BUILT ON CHALLENGES NOT PROMlS8ES AFiD WHEN WE WORK TOGETHER 
TO hIEET THEM WE NEVER FAIL Ih: THIS PLACE OUR WSPONSIBILITY BEGMS 

PRESERVE THE BASIC PROTECn ONS OF MEDICARE AND MEDICAID 1 AM READY TO 
LIEET TOMORROW AND GIVE THE AhfERICAN PEOPLE THEIR BALANCED BUDGET A TAX 
CC7 LOWER lrrrTERE Sf RATES AND A BRIGHTER FUIURE WE SHOULB DO THAT NOW 

6 A I R  TO ALL AMERICANS TO 

-AUD hlAKF PEW IANENT DEFICITS YESTERDAY'S  LEG^^ 

DX3 WELFARE DNC470-30 
FAMILIES DESTROYED CHILDREN'S DREAMS LOST THE LEGACY OF OUR PRESENT 
WELFARE SYSTEM THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN MCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
REDUCE TEEN PREGNANCY WORK REQUIREMEhTS FOR WELfARt: REClPlEMS STRICT 
TIME LIMITS ON WELFARE BENEFITS TEACH VALUES M OUR SCHOOLS NO WORK NO 
WELFARE RESCUE CHILDREN FROM THE DESTRUCnYE WELFARE SYSTEM WE CAN 
MAKE REAL WELFARE REFORM A REALITY M THE LIVES OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 
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RNC AD DS060 "MORE" 

DID YOU KNOW T " R E  OVER 5 MILLION ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS IN THE US. AND 
THAT YOU SPEND 5 H B U O N  DO- A W ' I D  SUPPORT THEM WITH WELFARE 
FOOD STAMPS A m  OTHER SERVICES UNDER PRE;xBENT CLINTON SPENDING ON 
ILLEGALS HAS GONE UP WHILE WAGES FOR THE TYPICAL -CAN WORKER HAVE 
GONE DOWN AND WHEN EFFORfS WERE W E  TO STQP GIVlNG BENEFITS r0 ILLEGAL 
IMMIGRANTS BILL CLINTON OPPOSED THEM TELL PRESIDENT CLMTON TO STOP GIVING 
BENEFITS ILLEGALS AND END WASTEFUL WA!IIKMGTON SPENDING 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D C  20463 

EXlT CONFERENCE MEMOWDUM 
OF THE AUBI’TDIMSICPN ON THE 

CUWON/GORE ‘96 PRIMARY COMMIT”EE, INC 

I. 

In addition to a review of the cormnittee’s expendims to determine: the qualified 
and nonqualified campaign expenses incurred by the campaign, the audit covered the 
following general categories: 

1. The receipt of contributions or loans in excess of the statutory 
limitations (see Finding ILA.); 

2. the teceipt of contributions from prohibited sources, such as those 
from wrporations or labor organizations; 

3. proper disclosure of contributions fiom individuals, polit id 
committees and other entities, to include the itemization of 
contributions when required, as well as the wmplereness and accuracy 
of the information disclosed: 

4. proper disclosure of disbursements including the itemization of 
disbursements when required, as well as, the completeness and 
accuracy of the information disclosed, 

5. proper disclosun of campaign debts and obligations; 

6. the accuracy of total repotted receipts, disbursements and cash 
balances as compared to campaign bank records, 

7. adequate recordkeeping for campaign transactions; 

8. accuracy of the Statement of Net Outstandhg Campaign Obligations 
filed by &e ClintodGore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. (the Primary 
Committee) to disclose its financial condition and to establish 
continuing matching fund entitlement (see Finding II1.E.); 
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9. the Committee's compliance with spending limitations (see 
Finding III.D.); and 

10. other audit procedures that were deemed necessary in the situation. 

As part of the Commission's standard audit process, an inventory of campaign 
records is normally conducted prior to the audit fieldwork. "his inventory is conducted 
to determine if the auditee's records are materially complete and in an auditable state. 

The inventory began on January 6,1997. Due to the unavailability ofrecords, the 
Audit staff suspended fieldwork on January 22,1997. Prior to leaving, an itemized list of 
records needed was provided to the Primary Committee. These records, consisting of: 
bank statements and enclosures for three campaign depositories; check registers for 
certain operating and payroll accounts; records relative to in-kind contributions, 
campaign travel, campaign materials, primary Committee credit cards, media placements, 
public opinion polls, fundmising, event and allocation codes; workpapers detailing FEC 
report preparation and components for the Statement ofNet Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations; copies of all Primary Committee contractdagreements; copies of IRS forms 
940 and 941; a listiq of key personnel, including positions and responsibilities; and, 
Computerized Magnetic Media for disbursements were initially requested in writins 
during the period January 7,1997 through January 22,1997. 

In a letter dated January 29,1997, the Primary Committee was notified that the 
records wepe to be made available on or before Febxuary 2 1,1997; with respect to records 
not made available, the Commission would issue subpoenas for production of the records 
not only to the Primarjr Committee, but also to vendors, banks or any other persons in 
possession of relevant materials. In addition, the Audit staf€ identified records that, at a 
minimum, had to be made available before fieldwork could resume. 

In addition, on January 8,1997, the Audit staff was instructed that all requests for 
vendor files would be directed to a designated staff person and that such requests would 
be l i i ted to documentation associated with a block of no more than 500 checks (e.g., 
check numbers IO00 - 1499). The Audit staff met with Primary Committee 
representatives on January 15,1997 in an attempt to reach a workable solution as to 
access. A solution was not reached and Prim Committee counsel was notified that we 
were pnparad to reammend subpoenas for dl vendor files in the event that a reasonable 
solution could not be worked out. On February 19,1997, Audit Division representatives 
met with Primary Committee counsel to discuss resuming fieldwork and access to vendor 
files. A workable solution as to access was reached. 

Audit fieldwork resumed on February 24,1997. However, the Primary 
Committee continued to delay production of records. The Audit staffwas informed that 
attorneys had to h e w  all records prior to them Wing made available to the Audit staff. 
In certain instances, the primary Committee refused to make records available and in 
other instances. were not initially accurate as to the existence andor availability of certain 
records requested. For example, the Primary Committee refused to make available bank 



3 

records pertaining to the bank account maintained by the media vendors who placed and 
paid for media buys on behalf of the Primary Committee (see Finding 1II.A.). With 
respect to certain electronic spreadsheets for fimdraising and/or legal and accounting 
allocations, as well as other computerized records, Primary Committee representatives 
stated on numerous occasions that such records could not or wuuld not be made available 
in a cornputmized forma!. When continuing to inquire why these records could not be 
made available in a computerized format, the Audit staffwas informed by the Primary 
Committee’s accountant that the Primary Committee’s Chief Counsel, had said that 
computerized records were not to be made available to the Audit staff. The Audit staff 
made repeated attempts to meet with Counsel, however, no such meeting was ever 
scheduled. Near the end of fieldwork, in 1998, certain electronic spreadsheet records 
wefe eventually provided. 

As a result, during the period May 28,1997 through February 3,1998, the Audit 
staff requested the Office of General Counsel to prepare subpoenas for the production of 
records. The Commission issued 22 subpoenas to either the primary Committee or 
respective vendors in order to obtain records generally made available to the Audit staff 
at the beginning of fieldwork.’ 

It is the opinion of the Audit s a t h a t  the delays in production of records by the 
Primary Committee resulted in wasting numerous staffhours which directly delayed the 
completion of the audit fieldwork a minimum of four months. 

Accordingly, the scope of work performed was limited due to delays encountered 
in obtaining records necessary to pedonn the audit. Certain findings in the Memorandum 
will be supplemented with information obtained by sources other than the Primary 
Committee, and be presented in the audit report considered by the Commission at a later 
date. 

Unless specifically discussed below, no material non-compliance was detected. lit 
should be noted that the Commission may pursue fiuther any of the matters discussed in 
this memorandum in an enforcement action. 

Records concerning payments made by the Primary Committee’s mdia vendors on behalf of the 
Democratic National Committes ate not in this category. 

1 
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A 

Section $01 Ma) of Title 2 of the United States Code states, in part, that it 
is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution in connection with any election for 
Federal office. 

Section 1 l6.3(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that 
a commercial vendor that is not a corporation may extend credit to a candidate, a political 
committee or another pemn on behalf of a candidate or political committee. ka 
extension of credit will not be considered a contribution to the candidate OK political 
committee provided that the credit is extended in the 0rdhu-y c o w  of the commercial 
vendor's business and the terms are substantially similar to extensions of credit to 
nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and siae of obligation. Section 11 6.3(b) of 
Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that a corporation in its capacity as 
commercial vendor may extend to a candidate, a political committee or another person on 
behalf of a candidate or political committee provided that the credit extended in the 
o r d i i  course of the corporation's business and the terms are subskntiaily similar to 
extensions of credit to nonpolitid debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation. 

Section 116.3(c) of Title 1 1  of the Code of Federal Regulations states that 
in determining whether credit was extended in the ordinary course of business, the 
Commission will consider: (1) whether the commercial vendor followed its established 
procedures and its past practice in approving the extension of credit; (2) whether the 
commercial vendor received prompt payment in 1 1 1  if it previously extended credit to the 
same candidate or political committee; and (3) whether the extension of credit conformed 
to the usual and normal practice in the commercial vendor's trade or industry. 

During our review of selected Primary Committee disbursements, the 
Audit staff noted that on October 28,1996, the Primary Committee made thee payments 
to the polling firrra of Penn + Schoem Associates, Inc. (Penn + Schoen) which included 
reimbursements for travel eqenscs, totaliig $74,970, incurred by Mark Penn, Douglas 
Schoen and Jill Kaufman between May 4,1995 and June 30,1996. The invoices were 
dated October 28,1996, and were also stamped by the Primary Committee as being 
received on Wber 28,1996. 

The primary Committee paid approximately $1.8 million (1 6 payments) to 
Penn + Schoen, the Primary Committee's main polling firm, during the period covered by 
this audit. It appears that other payments to this vendor were made Li a timely manner. 
The Audit staffwas unable to determine if Penn + Schoen followed its established 
procedures and its past practices relative to this extension of credit nor were we able to 
determine whether the extension of credit conformed to the usual and normal practice in 
the vendor's industry. The reimbursement policy in Pelan + Schoen's consulting 
agreement makes no mention as to time frames for the billing and payment of travel 



5 

expenses. According to a Dun + Bradskeet Public Record Search, Penn, Schoen + 
Berland Associates, Inc. (former name: Perm + Schoen Associates, Inc.), was 
incorporated in the state of New York on October 30,1984 and was still active as of 
January 17,1998. 

The primary Committee provided documentation in the form of an 
affidavit from Rick Joseph who is the Controller at Penn + Schoen. He is responsible for 
preparing and sending invoices to clients for services rendered and expenses incurred. 
Mr. Joseph states the Controller position was vacant for approximately four months prior 
to his employment (September 3,1996) and that due to inadequate &fling, during this 
vacancy, Penn + Schoen did not regularly bill its clients for invoices that required 
research or back-up documentation. Mr Joseph states further that soon after his 
employment, he discovered that invoices for travel expenses incurred between May, 1995 
and June, 1996, on behalf of ChtodGore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. had either not 
been invoiced to the Primary Committee or were invoiced, but lacked the correct back-up 
documentation. The Controller continues by stating that while the position of Controller 
was vacant an accounting assistant forwarded ten invoices to the Primary Committee 
totaling $4533 1, for travel dating back to May, 1995, however, Penn + Schoen was 
notified by the Primary Committee that these invoices did not contain all the necessary 
back-up documentation. During August - September, 1996, as requested by the Primary 
Committee, Penn + Schoen continued to provide additional documentation to support its 
reimbursement requests. The Controller states that he rebilled the Primary Committee on 
October 28,1996 for $37,548 to comply with the Primary Committee’s travel 
reimbursement policies. Penn + Schoen was reimbursed for this amount on October 28, 
1996. Mr. Joseph states that he sent an invoice on October 4,1996 to the Primary 
Committee for the amounts of $32,037 and $16,605 with back-up receipts for Mark 
Penn’s and Douglas Schoen’s mvel dating back to January 1,1996. These invoices were 
revised on October 28, 1996 to comply with the Primary Committee’s travel 
reimbursement policies. The Primary Committee reimbursed Penn + Schoen for the 
amounts of $30,262 and $14,830 on October 28,1996. 

Neither Mr. Joseph nor Penn + Schoen provided an explanation as to why 
the Primary Committee was not billed for travel expenses incurred May, 1995 through 
April, 1996. The period of time preceded the four month period that the Controller 
position was vacant. Further, Penn + Schoen did not include documentation of other 
clients who were not billed on a regular basis. 

The Audit stafF recommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primary Committee provide additional documentation or any other 
comments to demonstrate that the credit extended ($74,970 in travel expenses incurred) 
by the above vendor was in the normal come of its business, including statements fiom 
the vendor and did not represent a prohibited contribution. The information provided 
should include examples of other customers or clients of similar size and risk for which 
similar services have been provided and similar billing m g e m e n t s  have been used. 
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Also, information concerning billiig policies for similar clients and work, advance 
payment policies, debt collection policies, and billing cycles should be included. 

III. 

A. 

Section 441a (a)(2)(A) of Title 2 ofthe United States Code states in part 
that no multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to any candidate and 
his authorized political committees with respect to any election to Federal office which, 
in the aggregate, exceed 55,000. Section 441a (a)(7)(B) states that expenditures made by 
any person in cooperation, consultation, or concert with, or at the request or suggestion 
of, a candidate, his authorized political committees, ot their agents, shall be considered to 
be a contribution to such candidate. The section then states that the financing by any 
person of the dissemination, distribution, or republication, in whole or in part, of any 
broadcast or any Written, graphic, or other form of campaign maFerialS prepared by the 
candidate, his campaign committees, or their authorized agents shall be considered to be 
an expenditure. The purpose, content and timing of any speech-related expenditure 
distinguish coordinated activity that gives rise to a contribution from other interaction. 
Express advocacy or an electioneering message is not required for expenditures 
coordinated with candidates and their campaigns to be considered contributions. 

Section 441a(d) of Title 2 of the United States Code provides that the 
national committee of a political party may make a limited amount of “coordinated party 
expenditures” in connection with the general election campaign of its Presidential 
candidate that are not subject to, and do not count toward, the contribution and 
expenditure limitations at 2 U.S.C. $$441a(a) and (b) including the expenditure limitation 
for publicly-funded candidates. See also 1 I CFR 4 1 16.7(a)(6). A coordinated party 
expenditure in excess of the 2 U.S.C. 9441a(d)(2) limitations would be subject to the 
contribution limitations. 

In determining whether specific comunications paid for by parties were 
coordinated expenditures subject to the 2 U.S.C. $441a(d) limitations, the Commission 
has consided whether the communication refers to a “clearly identified candidate” and 
contains an “electioneering message” in Advisory Opinions (“AQ) 1984-1 5 and 1985- 
14. Section 431( 18) of Title 2 of the United States Code defmes the term “clearly 
identified” to mean that the name of the person involved appears, a photograph or 
drawing of the candidate appears; or the identity of the candidate is apparent by 
unambiguous reference. In A 0  1984-1 5, the Commission staFed that the defiition of 
“electioneering message” includes statements designed to urge the public to elect a 
certain candidate or party, or which would tend to diminish public sugpon for one 
candidate and gamer support for another candidate. Citing A0 1984-1 5, the Commission 
also stated in A 0  1985-14 that “expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $44la(d) may be made 
without consultation or coordination with any candidate and may be made before the 
party’s general election candidates are nominated.” 
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Section 100.7(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in 
part, that a contribution inciudes a gift subscription, loan, advmce, or deposit of money 
or anythiag of value for the purpose of influencing a Federal election. Anything of value 
includes all contributions in-kind. 

Section 100.8(a)(l) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines 
an expenditure to include any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, gift 
of money or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of influencing any 
election for federal office. Section 100.8(a)(l)(iv)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states “anything of value” includes in-kind contributions. Section 
104.13(a)(I) and (2) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires that each in- 
kind contribution be reported as both a contribution and an expenditure. 

Section 44140 of Title 2 of the United States Code prohibits candidates 
or political committees from knowingly accepting my contribution that violates the 
contribution limitations. 

Section 9032.9 of Title 1 1  of the Code of Federal Regulations defines a 
qualified campaign expense as a purchase, payment distribution, loan, advance, deposit, 
or gift of money or anything of value that is: 

0 incurred by or on behalf of a candidate or his or her authorized committee 
h m  the date the individual becomes a candidate through the lasf day of the 
candidate’s eligibility; 

0 made in connection with his or her campaign for nomination; and, 

0 neither the incurrence nor payment of which constitutes a violation of any law 
of the United States or of any law of any State in which the expense is 
incurred or paid. 

An expenditure is made on behalf of a candidate, including a Vice 
Presidential candidate, if it is made by: 

0 an authorized conunittee or any other agent of the candidate for the purpose of 
making an expenditure; 

any person authorized or requested by the candidate, an authorized committee 
of the candidate, or an agent of the candidate to make the expenditure; or 

a committee which has been requested by the candidate, by an authorized 
committee of the candidate, or by an agent of the candidate to make the 
expenditure, even though such committee is not authorized in writing. 

Section 9034.4(e) of Title I I of the Code of Federal Regulations provides 
the following rules that apply to candidates who receive public funding in both the 
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primary and general election. Any expenditure for goods or services that are used 
exclusively for the primary election campaign are attributed to the primary committee’s 
expenditure limits; any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the 
general election campaign are attributed to the general election limits. The costs of a 
campaign communication ?hat does not include a solicitation are attributed based on the 
date on which the communication is broadcast, published or mailed. Media productiar. 
costs for media communications that 81t! broadcast or published both before and after the 
date of the candidate’s nomination are attributed 50% to the primary election limits and 
50% to the general election limits. Distribution costs, including such costs as air time 
and advertising space in newspapers, shall be paid for 100% by the primary or general 
election campaign depending on when the communication is broadcast or distributed. 
The relevant date for determining whether an expense is for the primary or general 
election is the candidate’s &!e of nomination. 

Section 9035.1(a)(l) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states, 
in part, that no candidate or his authorized committees shall knowingly incur 
expenditures in connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination that in the 
aggregate exceed $10,000,000 as adjusted under 2 U.S.C. 8441a(c). 

Section 441a(b) and (c) of Title 2 of the United States Code makes 
publicly-funded candidates subject to expenditure limitations. Section 9033@)( 1) of Title 
26 of the United States Code requires that, to be eligible to receive public financing in the 
primary election, a candidate must certify to the Commission that, inter alia, he or she 
and his or her authorized committees will not incur qualified campaign expenses in 
excess of the expenditure limitation. Section 441a(f) of Title 2 ofthe United States Code 
prohibits candidates or political committees fiom knowingly making expenditures in 
violation of the primary election expenditure limitation at 2 U.S.C. $44la(b). 

Jihxmmm 

During the audit fieldwork, the Audit staffrequested station documentation and 
VHS formatted tapes for dill media ads placed on behalf of the Primary Committee by its 
media vendor. Further, the Audit staffrequested bank statements, including all 
enclosures, for all bank accounts maintained by the media vendor and used to make 
payments for media ads placed on behalf of the Primary Committee? The Primary 
Committee stated initially that bank statements for the media vendor’s account used to 
handle the Primary Committee’s activity, although requested would not be provided to 
the Audit staff because the bank account used by the media vendor also contained activity 
related to other clients. Subsequently, the Primary Committee provided certain canceled 
checks purported to represent checks issued by its media vendor for Primary Committee 
media buys; station documentation for certain media flights was also provided? 

For Title 26 audits of primary and general election candidates, these records may also be 
examined at the offrcu of the media fm. 

Media flights represent a period of time in which one or more media ads were placed. 

I 

1 
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Based on our review of the documentation made available, the Audit staff 
determinad that the primary committee’s media vendors were Squier Knapp Och 
Communications @KO) and November 5 Group, Inc. (Nov 5). Primary Committee 
media ads4 that aired in June 1995 through March 1996 were placed by SKQ, starting in 
May 1996 through August 21,1996, all Primary Committee media ads were placed by 
Nov 5.5 Both SKO and Nov 5 maintained at least one bank account each at the National 
Capital Bank of Washington. From these accounts, funds were disbursed to television 
stations in payment of media ads on behalf of the Primary Committee. According to a 
newspaper article (”he Washington Post, Sunday, January 4,1998, A Section) R~bert  D. 
Squier, William N. Knapp, Mark Penn, Douglas Schoen and Dick Moms were each a 
partner in Nov 5. 

Mr. Squier and Mr. Knapp are partners at §KO, the Primary Committee’s 
principal media vendor. Mr. Penn and Mr. Schoen are partners at Penn + Schoen 
Associates, Inc. (PSA) the Primary Committee’s polling firm.‘ Mn: Morris was a media 
consultant. 

In addition, the Audit staff noted instances where canceled checks issued by 
SKOMov 5 contained annotations such as “DNC” or “DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
C O W S T A T E  PARTY.” Station documentation (also known as station affidavits) 
issued by the broadcast station contained information such as the date, time, name or 
other reference to ad aired, amount charged for air time, and the television stmtion that 
aired an ad, as well as a section that contained the name of the advertiser and product. In 
many instances, the advertiserlproduct section contained references such as “democratic 
national committee”, “dnc/clinton gore ‘96“ or “dnc.” 

On July 2,1997, the Commission issued subpoenas to the Primary Committee, 
SKO, and Nov 5 in order to obtain media reconciliations, station documentation not 
previously provided, all bank statements, all canceled checks and debit advices issued by 
the media vendor on behalf of the Primary Committee and all deposit ticketdslips and 

Throughout this Memorandum, “Mary Committee ad” refers to an advertisement paid for by 
the F’rimary Committee. It dots not include ads that may be related to the primary election but 
were paid for by the DNC or Democratic state party committees. 

4 

3 No F’rimary Committee media ads w m  placed during the period August 1995 through February 
1996. 

It appears that the results of polls, advertising tests and mall tests wen used to develop media 
ads. 

6 
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credit advices associated with the deposit of Primary Committee funds $to any 
account(s) maintained by SKO or Nov 5.' 

Counsel for the Primary Committee responded on behalf of the Primary 
Committee, SKO and Nov 5. In response, media reconciliations, all missing station 
documentation for flights, and a VHS tape of Primary Committee media ads were made 
available for review. SKO and Nov 5's bank statements and enclosures represented as 
specifically related to Primary Committee transactions were also made available. 
However, the bank statements contained redactions. 

In order to obtain all bank records related to these accounts, the Commission 
issued a subpoena to the National Capital Bank of Washington on September 3,1997, for 
all bank statements, enclosures, including canceled checks, deposit items and all debit 
and credit advices for the identified accounts maintained and used by SKO and Nov 5 .  
The period covered was April 1995 through December 31.1996. The National Capital 
Bank of Washington (the Bank) submitted bank statements, and all enclosures which 
could be retrieved from the Bank's records systems for the accounts requested. 

On January 16, and 30,1998, the Commission issued additional subpoenas to 
SKQ and Nov 5 in order to obtain additional media documentation including media 
reconciliations (in electronic format), certain bank records, VHS taps, and station 
documentation for all advertisements paid fiom the SKO and Nov 5 accounts by or on 
behalf of the DNC or any state or local party committee, or was associated in any way 
with the DNC or any state or local party committee. The period covered was April 1. 
1995 through August 28,1996. 

The Audit staff reviewed all documentation provided by the Primary Committee 
and all documentation received as a result of the above subpoenas. Our review found that 
during the period June 1995 through August 28,1996, media ads were placed by SKO 
and/or Nov 5, the cost of which was funded dirtctly or indirectly by the Democratic 
National Committee (the DNC)a The cost of the DNC media ads was $42,373,336: 
During the same period Primary Committee media ads were placed by SKO and/or Nov 
5, the cost ofwhich ($1 1,73l,101) was funded by the Primary Committee. 

Our review also found that the DNC wired funds directly to SKO andor Nov 5 
bank accounts. In addition, the DNC itemized on its FEC reports disbursements of funds 
directly to state party committees; once received the state party committees wired funds 

Media mci l iat ioru were prepared by the media f m  and contained information such as, client 
name. flight date, ad nme,  broadcast stations used, check number used to pay a specific station, 
gross billing, net paid to station, net due to stations, commission charged, amount due from client 
and amount received from client. 

Audit work performed to prepare this Memorandum did not include an examination ofthe DNC's 
or state parties' bank or other internal fmancial records. Disclosure reports @NC/State party 
committees) filed with the FEC were reviewed. 

This figure represents the amount due to broadcast stations relative to ads placed and aired 

1 

I 

9 
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to either SKO's or Nov 5's bank accounts. In the case of one state party committee, the 
Pennsylvania Democratic Committee, it wm noted that in excess of 64,000,OOO was 
wired to identified accounts maintained by SKO and Nov 5. Credit advices included with 
SKO's and NW 5's bank statements identified the funds as wire transfers orighting 
from Corestates Bank. These credit advices contained the following notation 
"CORESTATE PHIL [apparently Philadelphia] ORG=COMMERCIAL LOAN 
HARRISBURG HARRISBURG FIS OR6 #010I PA OO"." 

The chart below depicts the dates of and amounts due to broadcast stations 
relative to the placement of Primary Committee ads and DNC ads" undertaken by SKO 
and/or Nov 5. This information was obtained from media reconciliations prepared by 
SKO a d o r  Nov 5. 

lo On February 28,1998, the Commission issued a subpoena to CortStates Bank in order to obtain 
any and all documentation associared with the appiarenf commercial loan. To date a satisfactory 
response has not been received. 

Throughout this Memorandum, "DNC ad" nfen to any advertisement paid for by the DNC or by 
any Democratic state party committee. Thae ads may have been related to L e  candidate's 
primary or general election campaign. - 
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ia 

Primary Committee Ads DNC Ads 
RunDates Amounts RunDates Amounts 

due to stations due to stations 

06/27/95 - $2,034,274 
07/24/95 

03/08/96 - 
03/25/96 

05/04/96 - 
0513 1/96 

07/09/96 - 
08/21/96 

Total 

08/16/95 - 
03/05/96 

538,932 03/07/96 - 
03/27/96 

03/30/96 - 
05/03/96 

1,185,882 05/04/96 - 
0513 1/96 

06/01/96 - 
07/09/96 

7,972,013 07/10/96 - 
08l2 1 196 

08/2 1/96 - 
08/29/96 

%11,731,101 

$15,692,881 

2,487,795 

5,021,284 

3,293,35 1 

11,169,521 

2,764,251 

1,944,252 

$42,373,336 

hitially, during the period June 27,1995 through July 24,1995 only Primary 
Committee ads wcre aired. During the period August 16,1995 theough March 5,1996 no 
Primary Committee ads aited, however, nearly %!5.7 million was spent by the DNC to 
broadcast DNC ads. The next period, March 7,1996 ahrough March 27,1996, both 
Primary Committee and DNC ads were W. This pattern coniinued through August 21, 
1996. Only DNC ads aired dwing the period from August 22,1996 to August 28,1996 
(the Candidate's date of ineligibility). 

To recap, first only Primary Committee ads were run (6/27/95 - 7/24/95), then 
only DNC ads (8116195 - 3/5/96), followed by both Rimary Committee and DNC ads tun 
(3116196 - 8/21/96). Finally, no Primary Committee ads were placed after August 21, 
19%; however, during the periad August 2 1,1996 through August 28,1996, placement 
cost for DNC &, totaled $1,944,252. 

As can be easily identified, two distinct pan%ms exist. They are: 1) periods of 
time when only Primary Committee ads were aired and periods of time when only DNC 
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ads were aired; and, 2) periods of time when both DNC and Primary Committee ads were 
aired. 

The item discussed below indicate coordination and cost sharing between the 
Primary Committee and the DNC. Documentation with respect to allocations of cost 
between the Primary Committee and the DNC has not been reviewed. Therefore, the 
Audit staff offers no opinion on the reasonableness of such allomtions. 

On May 8,1996, §KO invoiced the Primary Committee $10,605.96 for 
production expenses related to shoot in Iowa (2/10/96 - 211 1/96), dubbing/shipping costs 
and film shoot and travel expenses. Attached to the invoice was a breakdown of expenses 
which totaled $2121 1.91. These expenses were allocated equally between the Primary 
Committee and the DNC. The Primary Committee paid SKO 610,605.96 toward these 
expenses. Information is not available at this time with which to verify the DNC‘s 
payment. On the same date, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee $10,605.68 for 
expenses associated with “Shoot footage of Clinton at White House for Video - 
‘IowaNew Hampshire’.” Supporting documentation for all related sub-contract expenses 
was annotated with the DNC’s account code. The Primary Committee paid SKO 
$10,605.68 on May 31, 1996 

In another instance involving SKO, the Primary Committee was invoiced 
$23,076.90 for expense5 related to B-roll shoot (u29196 - 3/20196). Attached to the 
invoice was a breakdown of expenses, which totaled $46,153.80. These expenses were 
allocated equally between the Primary Committee and the DNC. The Primary Committee 
paid SKO $23.07690. Information is not available at this time with which to verify the 
DNC’s payment. 

Finally, on September 16,1996, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee 
$1 5,829.65 for estpenses associated with an ad entitled “Nobody”. Supporting 
documentation includes an invoice from Interface Video Systems, Inc. for 
dubbmg/satcllite charges totaling $1,215. Of the 5 detailed charges noted on this invoice, 
three charges, totaling $984, were annotated C/G and two charges, totaling $23 1, were 
annotated DNC. The SKO invoice included only the Primary Committee’s portion of the 
dubbing and satellite charges ($984). The job title line states ‘‘ ‘Nobody’ and ‘Them’ I 75 
VHS and 23 BCSP/Mike McMillen.” The words “Nobody” and “Them” were annotated 
CIG and DNC respectively. 
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As discussed below under The TV Ads, the Primary Committee ad 
Nobody and the DNC ad Them were exactly the same in audio and video content.** Both 
ads ran in Augwst, 1996. 

Of the remaining 10 SKO invoices issued to the Primary Committee and 
associated with production expenses, all but two contained annotations indicating DNC 
related charges. 

Coodimtion between the Primary Committee and the DNC as evidenced 
in the placement of certain ads by Nov 5 was noted dwring our review. 

During the period May 25,1996 to May 3 1 , 1996, Nov 5 on behalf of the 
Primary Committee placed ads totaling $1,101,062. During the same period, NQV 5 on 
behalf of the DNC placed ads totaling $563,253. The DNC ads and the Primary 
Committee ads were placed with the same 1 12 broadcast stations. With respect to ads 
place with 109 (of the 112) stations, the checks issued by Nov 5 to the stations on behalf 
of the DNC or the Primapy Committee were in the same amount. For example, during 
this period, Nov 5 place ads at tlie broadcast station WCCO. Nov 5 issued check number 
2146 in the amount of $13,855 to the station on behalf of the DNC for ads placed. This 
check was ~ ~ t a t e d  “dndstate party committee”. In addition, Nov 5 issued check 
number 2431 in the amount of $13,855 to the same station on behalf of the Primary 
Committee for ads placed. However, it should be noted that the media reconciliation for 
this period indicated that only $73,049 in ads were placed on behalf of the DNC. In 
response to our inquiry, a representative of Nov 5 stated, “[tlhe media buy was scaled 
back considerably after the checks were sent to the stations. The stations kept the money 
and applied the surplus to the next media buy placed by the DNC. The actual amounts 
are reflected in the media reconciliations previously provided to YOU.” 

Even though the DNC‘s media flight “was scaled back considerably” the 
initial placement of the ads indicates coordination with ads placed on behalf of the 
Primary committee. 

Furthermore, for other DNC media flights and Primary Committee media 
flights both covering the same time period, Primary Committee and DNC ads were 
placed at the same stations, however, the amounts charged by the stations were not 
exactly the same with respect to DNC ads versus Primary Committee ads as placed. 

Another indicator of coordination between the Primary Committee and the 
DNC involves a standard f o m  memorandm for authorization of production and time 

’’ N w  the end of each ad a “PAID FOR BY ...” appean superimposed on the video portion, for the 
DNC ad the payer is the DNC of a state party organization, for the Primary Committee ad, the 
payer is the Primary Committee. 

c 
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purchased. One section of this memorandua states “ n e  cost will be allocated 
a 
“attorneys to determine.” The foi~owing individuals were med recipients of this 
memorandum: Peter Knighr (primary Committee - Campaign Manager), Ted Carter 
(primary Committee - Chief Operating Oficer/Deputy Campaign Manager), Harold Ickes 
(then White House Deputy Chief of Staff), B.J. Thornberry (DNC Chief of S q ,  Bill 
Knapp (Media Consultant, SKOMOV 5), Jeff King (DNC Finance Qivision), Doug 
Sosnik (White House Political Affaifi Director), Brad Marshall (DNC Chief Financial 
Officer). Lyn Utrecht (primary Committee ‘s General Counsel) and Joan Pollitt 

% for the DNC and % for ClintodGore ‘96.” The next line states 

(Treasurer- Primary Committee). 

One authorization memorandum, dated July 3,1996, from Harold Ickes 
and Doug S o d  to Jennifer O’Connor (then Special Assistant to the President) 
authorized SKQ to produce 1 spot. Within the section entitled “other” the memorandum 
states: 

Tobacco l3 

2) DNC buy - $1.1 [million] - 7/10 - 7/16 
3) dubbmg and shipping - c-g - $5,000 
4) production - $14,000 - c-g 

1) C-G buy - $617,000 - 7/9 - 7/16 

With respect to allocation, the memorandum states “‘attorneys to 
determine”. 

Nov 5 placed Primary Committee ads totaling $448,682 (First Time) and 
$91 5,427 (Hold) during the period July 9,1996 tisrOugh July 16,1996 and July 1 1 , 1994 
through July 18,1996 respectively. Nov 5 placed DNC ads totaling $457,030 during the 
period July 10,1996 through July 16,1996. The Primary Committee ad “First Time” 
addresses children trying smoking for the first time. The DNC ad “Enough” includes, 
among other topics, school antidrug programs. 

In First Time, President Clinton’s stated position to “ s t ~ p  ads that teach 
our children to smoke” is contrasted to Dole’s stated position of opposing an FDA limit 
on tobacco ads that a+ to children and his position that “cigarettes aren’t necessarily 
addictive” and pnsents to the viewer a choice “Bob Dole or President Clinton who’s 
really protecting our children?” The DNC ad, entitled Enough (the audio and video 
portion is very similar to DNC ads “Another” and “Increased” which also ran in late June 
and early July, 19%) contrasts President Clinton’s stated accomplishments in the areas of 
immigration, crime, and school anti-drug programs to stated positions attributed to 
republicans or DoldGmgrich such as opposing the protection of U.S. workers from 
replacement by foreign workers and the stated consequences of “the Dole Gingrich 
budget” such as to repeal 100,000 new police and less h d i n g  for school anti-drug 
programs. The DNC ad concludes with ‘‘only President Clinton’s plan protects our jobs 
ow values.” 

The Audit staff is not in posseJsion of an ad@) entitled “tobacco” in VHS format. I3 
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The primary ad mentions Bob Dole and his views which are contrasted to 
President Clinton’s - the DNC ad mentions the Dole Gmgrich budget and Dole Gingrich 
attempts to cut funding to programs endorsed by President Clinton. The former presents 
a stated choice Dole or Clinton, while the DNC ad presents the clear message that “only 
President Clinton’s plan protects our jobs our values.” In the opinion of the Audit staff, 
both ads are designed to gamer public support for a c e d n  candidate, namely President 
Clinton and diminish public support for Bob Dole. A detailed discussion of the content 
of all 37 DNC ads aired during the primary period is included below. 

Another indicator of coordination is contained in an authorization 
memorandum h m  Jennifer O’Connor (then Special Assistant to the President) to Peter 
Knight, B.J. Thornberry, Brad Marshall, Ted Carter, Joan Pollitt, Lyn Utrecht and Joe 
Sandler (General Counsel of the DNC), with a copy going to Harold Ickes. This 
memorandum relates, in part, “Harold has authorized payment of the following 
Squier/Knapp/Ochs/ invoices with corresponding authorization forms. Authorization is 
to pay only costs which meet the DNC and Re-elect policies, including travel policie~.”’~ 
The memorandum listed authorizations to purchase both production and air time with 
respect to the DNC and the primary Commitsee. 

In response to an Audit staff inquiry concerning various polls conducted 
on behalf of the DNC and the Primary Committee. Mark Penn, as president of PSA, 
stated in an affidavit that 

“beginning in April 1995 until November 1996, I presented polling 
results at meetings held at the White House residence, generally on 
a weekly basis. The results were presented simultaneously to the 
representatives of ClintodGore, the White House and the BNC 
who were in attendance at these meetings.” 

Mr. Penn also states he presented polling results to Senator Chris Dodd 
and Donald Fowler, Co-Chainnen of the DNC, at separate briefings. 

In response to our inquiry, Joseph E. Sander, General Counsel of the 
DNC, in a letter, dated April 8,1998, to Lyn Utrecht, General Counsel of the P r i m q  
committee stated, in part: 

“this will respond to your request for information about the 
distribution of information from polls conducted by Penn, Schoen 
L Berland (formerly known as Penn & Schoen) jointly for the Democratic 

“ 

” 

The Audit staffhas not reviewed any ofthesc “policy” documents at this time. 

The Regulations, at I 1  CFR 106.4 - Allocation of Polling Expenses - provides for the sharing of 
poll results and allocation of costs related thereto. - 
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National Committee (“DNC”) and either ClintodGore ‘96 Primary 
C o d t t e e  or ClintonlGore ‘96 General Committee, the costs of 
polls have been shared by the DNC and one of the ClintodGore 
committets. 

The purpose of these polls, conducted during 1995 and 1996, was 
to determine the Democratic Party’s message and political strategy for 
purposes both of creating Party communications, including Party- 
sponsored media and Party-created campaign materials, and of developing 
message and strategy for the field operations run by the state Democratic 
Parties, with assistance and partial funding by the DNC, on behalf of the 
entire Democratic ticket in the 1996 general election. 

I am advised that, to these ends: 

(1) All poll results were made available in full to the DNC’s media 
consultants (SquierlKnapplOchs, Message Advisors, Sheinkopf 8c 
Associates and Marius Pencmer, and November 5 Group) who created 
Party issue advertising for the DNC and Democratic state party 
committees, advertising which was run in 1995 and 1996.” 

In the Audit sta f fs  opinion, the above items discussed under Peoduction, 
Ad Placement and Polling demonstrate that coordmtion between the White House, 
DNC, SKO, Nov 5 and the Primary Committee existed with respect to the development 
and placement of both Primary Committee and DNC media ads. 

The information discussed above was gleaned from OUT review of bank records, 
media flight reconciliations for time buys @repared by SKO or Nov 5), affdavits and 
invoices issued by the broadcast stations. iskmal documents prepared by the Primary 
Committee related to the planning and purchase of TV air time, production invoices and 
related documents, most of which were obtained as a result of subpoenas issued by the 
Commission to SKO and NOV 5 and their bank, and the Primary Committee. Also 
obtained via subpoena were video tapes represented to contain all ads placed or run on 
behalf of the Primary Committee or the General Committee; video tapes represented to 
contain all ads paid for or nm on behalf of the DNC or my state or local party committee, 
or associated in any way with the DNC or any state or local party committee and related 
to any transactions in two bank accounts used by SKO and Nov 5 for the period April 1, 
1995 throughNovember 5,1996. In response to these subpoenas the Audit staffreceived 
a total of 13 video cassettes containing 13 Primary Committee ads, 53 General 
Committee ads, and 812 DNC ads.“ 

In the case of the DNC ads, there appears to be 59 ads which were then duplicated for use by 
various stata party 0rganizati011~. The content of the ads u r d  by the various state parties arc 
identical except for the 2 U.S.C. 441d(a)(3) statement (e.g., paid for by the Ohio Lkmocratic 
Party). 

1s 



18 

As noted in the previous sections, there was apparently coordination between the 
DNC and the Primary Committee concerning the production and placement of television 
ads during the period fhm April 1995 to August 1996. The Final Report of the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, United States Senate - Investigation of Ilkgd or 
Improper Activities in Connection with 19% Federal Election Campaigns (the Senate 
Repod) provides additional information. According to the report, representatives fiom 
the White House, the DNC, and Clinton/Gore would meet at the White H o w  
approximatel once a week to discuss media, polling, speech d t i n g  and policy and issue 
positioning.’yIn July, 1995, it was first explained that DNC funds would be use to pay 
for ads during the primary campaign period.’* According to testimony provided by 
Richard Moms, the General Counsel of the DNC and the General Counsel of the primary 
Committee “laid down the rules of what advertisements-of what the content of 
advertisements and the timing of the media buys could be in connection with the 
Democratic National Committee advertising and in connection with the Clinton-Gore 
ad~ertising.”’~ Finally, Exhibit 5-6 of the Senate Report - a memo for the President, Vice 
President, Panetta, Ickes, Lieberrnan, Lewis and Sosnik only, apparently dated February 
22, II 996, sets forth the amount of funds relative to DNC media buys and “CG” media 
buys fiom February 1996 through May 28,1996. In summarizing the amounts for DNC 
and CG buys, this language is included: 

“8. Total Clinton Gore Money through May 28: $2.5 mil. 

1. Unless Alexander is nominated and we cannot use DNC money 
to attack him. 

2. If Dole is nominated, we need no additional CG money for 
media before May 28 since we catl attack Dole with DNC 
money 

Senate Repd at page 116, citing Momis deposition, p. 124. 

According to media records, the DNC ads f i t  ran between U18A5-8B 1/95. 

Moms deposition, pp. 1 17-1 8 as cited in the Senate Report. 

17 
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9. Total DNC money now through May 28, $15,733,000” 

The placement cost for DNC media buys for the period 2/13/96 through 5/31/96 
was about $12 million; the placement cost for Primary Committee media buys for the 
period 3/8/96 through 5/31/96 was $1.72 million. 

Notwithstanding the excerpts fiom the Senate Report cited above, the evidence 
developed during Audit fieldwork, in the Audit staffs opinion, demonstrates that 
coordination existed between the DNC and the Primary Committee concerning the 
production of ads and the purchase of broadcast time to air those ads. 

Our review of 37 DNC ads made available and which, according to station 
invoices and the media firms’ reconciliations of DNC buys, ran during the primary 
campaign period indicates that President Clinton, the candidate, was clearly identified in 
these ads, and that the ads appeared to convey electioneering messages. 

A review of the audio and video portions of each of the 37 DNC ads found that 
the candidate in addition to being featured in the video portion of ads is referred to during 
the audio portion as “President Clinton”, “the 42nd president”, “the president” - in one 
ad, the candidate’s voice is the entire audio portion. 

In the case of thee separate DNC ads which ran during the period 8-15-96 
through 8-28-96, the audio and video content of the DNC a& are exact facsimiles2’ of 
three separate Primary Committee ads (and nearly identical to a fourth) which ran during 
the period 8-2-96 through 8-21-96. The ad number, name of ad and text appear at Exhibit 
#I.  The DNC paid nearly $2.1 million to run these ads @Ius one additional - Risky, 
discussed below) during the period beginning two weeks prior to the candidate’s 
nomination at the convention. In August, 1996, the &imary Committee using its ads 
with the same content as the DNC’s, paid $4.1 million to run ad flights containing these 
ads. 

Two pairs of ads (P11” REAL TICKET CG13-30 L D795 DOLJYGINGRICH 
DNC1228-30; P12 NOBODY CG14-30 BtD796 THEM DNC1229-30) raise the question 
of who should be in the oval office given the stated consequences “if it were Bob Dole 
sitting here [in the Oval Office].” The last pair (PI3 BACK CG09-30 & D794 SCHEME 
DNCl227-30) conveys to the viewer -“president Clinton meeting our challenges bob dole 
gambling with our futhlre.” In the Audit sta f fs  opinion, all of the above ads contain an 

Near the end of each ad a “PAID FOR BY ...” appears superimposed on the video portion, for the 
DNC ads the payer is the DNC or a state party organization, for the Rimery Committee ads, the 
payer is the Primary Committee. 

WE identifier was assigned by the Audit staf€ to denote a Primary Committee ad (e.&, PI through 
P13); similarly to denote a DNC ad, the Audit staff assigned identifiers D1 through D812. 

10 
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electioneering message - the content of each ad is designed to urge the public to elect a 
certain candidate - namely President Clinton instead of Bob Dole. 

VS D- 

The Audit staffidentified five DNC ads which aired during 1996 in which the 
candidate’s position on the budget, Medicare, education, taxes, assault weapons, welfare, 
children, the economy is juxtaposed to Dole’s positions or Dole’s legislative record (see 
Exhibit #2 for text of ads). Thm of the five ads (No, Proof, and Facts) ran between 
3/29/96 and 5/3/96 in flights involving $5 million in placement costs to broadcast 
stations. The voice-over relates to the viewer “Dole says no to the Clinton’s plans it’s 
time to say yes to the Clinton plans yes to America’s families.” 

The fourth ad, entitled Economy, discusses the President’s position on jobs, 
unemployment benefits, women-owned companies, job training and interest rates and 
points out that under “the Dole GOP bill” and “a Dole amendment” these areas of the 
economy would suffer. This scenario is then contrasted with information on “today[Ls]’* 
economy - record construction jobs, lower mortgage rates, new jobs - highlighting “the 
President’s plau for a better future.” 

The fifth ad in this category, entitled Risky, contrasts the President’s tax cut or tax 
proposals which would benefit working families against Dole’s legislative record on 
taxes and the purported effect of these taxes on Medicare, education and the environment. 
The Economy and Risky ads ran during the period 7/24/96 though 8/28/96 in flights 
where the air time charges totaled nearly $4 million (Economy $2.0 million; Risky $1.94 
million in same flight with Them mentioned above). 

Here again, as was the case in the previous discussion, the viewer is presented 
with a choice between two candidates-the President and his stated accomplishmms and 
proposals shown as favorable versus Dole and his record as stated and possible 
consequences of his positions and proposals. 

svs -GIN- ‘‘ 

The third category of ads classified by the Audit staff involved 12 ads in which 
the President’s record and/or positions are compared to the record and/or positions or 
proposals represented as associated with “the Dole Gmgrich budget plan,” “Dole 
Gingrich attack ad,“ and “Dole and Gmgrich” voting record or proposals. These ads, the 
text of which is at Exhibit #3, portrays the President’s stated accomplishments on topics 
such as Medicare, education, taxes, environment, budget, and immigration compared to 
the attempts and seemingly undesirable effects of actions or proposed actions attributed to 
Dole Gingrich. These ads ran in flights which aired during the pwiod from 4/12/96 
through 7-19-96 (one ad Table also ran during 1/18/96-2/1/96); the placement cost for 
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flights totaled $18 million. Although Dole is “coupled“ with Gingrich in these ads, 
during this time period Dole was the “presumptive nominee.” The message conveyed to 
the viewer is a choice between the President and his policies and Dole. 

During the primary period mainly &om 8/16/95 to 1/24/96:2 13 DMC ads were 
aired that discussed President Clinton’s position on topics such as Medicare, education, 
taxes, welfare reform, environment, family medical leave, and a balanced budget; the 
placement cost for flights during this period containing these ads was $13.35 million. 
Against these positions, the stated positions, goals, and consequences of various 
proposals tied to ‘‘republicans in Congress”, the republican budget, or just “republicans” 
are discussed (see Exhibit #4). In 7 of these ads, although not mentioned in the audio 
portion by m e ,  Dole is pictured at least once during the video portion. 

The remaining four DNC ads, entitled Dreams, Victims, Challenge, Welfare, are 
thematic in nature and present topics such as the President’s college tuition tax cut, the 
President’s b a l a n d  budget, the President’s plan for welfare reform, and the President’s 
plan to address women victims of domestic abuse (see Exhibit #5). Three of the four 
DNC ads ran in flights during the period 2/13/96 through 3/27/96; the DNC ad, entided 
Dreams ran 6/12/96 through 6/18/96. President Clinton is featured at least &Ice in the 
video portion of each ad, and “the President’s plan “ or proposals made by the President 
are mentioned in the voice-over or audio portion of each ad. 

It is the opinion of the Audit staffthat, based on information analyzed to date, the 
placement of DNC ads was coordinated with the placement of the Ppimapy Committee 
ads. Further, the DNC ad campaign was developed, implemented, and coordinated with 
the Primary Committee. Finally, it is the opinion of the Audit staffthat the cost ofthe 
DNC ad campaign, calculated at $46,546,476 (placement costs of $42,373,336 plus 
commissions of $4,173,339) using records currently available, should be viewed as an in- 
kind contribution to the Primary Committee or the General Committee. 

The topic of the cost of DNC ads being viewed as in-kind contributions to the 
Primary Committee was discussed briefly at the conference held at the close of audit 
fieldwork. The General Counsel of the Primary Committee stated that the Commission’s 
regulations and advisory opinions, and court decisions permit issue advertising by the 
DNC and strongly disagretd with the Audit s t a f f s  opinion that media ads placed and 
aired on behalf of the DNC represent an in-kind contribution to the Primary Committee 
and applicable to the overall expenditure limitation. 

Two DNC ads, entitled Help and Stop, ran between 3/29/96 and 5/3 1/96. za 
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determine that an in-kind contribution in the amount of $46,546,476 has been received by 
the Primary Committee or the General Committee. If it is determined that the 
contribution was received by the Primary Committee, the amount will be attributed to the 
Primary Committee's spending limitation. 

Section 9032.9(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines, 
in part, a qualified campaign expense as one incurred by or on behalf of the candidate 
from the date the individual became a candidate through the last day of the candidate's 
eligibility; made in connection with his or her e;ampaign for nomination. 

Section 9033.1 l(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, 
in part, that each ca~didate shall have the burden of proving that disbursements made by 
the candidate or his or her authorized committee(s) or persons authorized to make 
expenditures on behalf of the candidate or committee(s) are qualified campaign expenses 
as defined in 11 CFR 9032.9. 

Section 9033.1 l(b)(l) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations, in 
part, that for disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee. the candidate shall present a 
canceled check negotiated by the payee and either: A receipted bill from the payee that 
states the purpose of the disbursement; or if such receipt is not available, one of the 
following documents generated by the payee: a bill, invoice, or voucher that states the 
purpose of the disbursement; or a voucher or contemporaneous memorandum from the 
candidate or the committee that states the purpose of the disbursement; or the candidate 
or committee may present collateral evidence to document the qualified campaign 
expense . Such callaterat evidence may include, but is not limited to: Evidence 
demonstrating that the expenditure if part of an identifiable program or project which is 
otherwise sufficiently documented such as a disbursement which is one of a number of 
documented disbursements relating to a campaign mailing or to the operation of a 
campaign office; or evidence that the disbursement is covered by a pre-established 
written campaign committee policy. If the purpose of the disbursement is not stated in 
the accompanying documentation, it must be indicated on the canceled check. 

Section 9034.4(e)(1) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the primary 
election campaign shall be attributed to the expenditure limit for the primary. Any 
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expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the general election 
campaign shall be attributed to the general election limit. 

Section 9034.4(e)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that overhead expenditures and payroll costs incurred in C O M ~ C ~ ~ O I ~  With state or national 
campaign offices, shall be attributed according to when the usage occurs or the work is 
performed. Expenses for usage of offices or work performed on or before the date of the 
candidate’s nomination shall be attributed to the primary election, except for periods 
when the ofice is used only by persom working exclusively on general election 
campaign preparations. 

Section 9034.4(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states 
that all contributions received by an individual fiom the date he or she becomes a 
candidate and all matching payments received by the candidate shall be used only to 
defray qualified campaign expenses or to repay loans or otherwise restore €unds (other 
than contributions which were received and expended to d e h y  qualified campaign 
expenses) which were used to defi-ay qualified campaign expenses. 

Section 9034.4(a)(S)(ii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
states that gi& and monetary bonuses shall be considered qualified campaign expenses, 
provided that all monetary bonuses for committee employees and consdtants in 
recognition for campaign-related activities or services are provided for pursuant to a 
written contract made prior to the date of ineligibility and are paid no later than thirty 
days after the date of ineligibility. 

Section 9034.4(b)(8) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states 
that the cost of lost or misplaced items may be considered a nonqualified campaign 
expense. Factors considered by the Commission in making this determination shall 
include, but not be limited to, whether the committee demonstrates that it made 
conscientious efforts to safeguard the missing equipment; whether the committee sought 
or obtained insurance; the type of equipment involved; and the number and value of items 
that were lost. 

Section 9034.4@)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, 
that any expenses i n c d  after a candidate’s date of ineligibility are not qualified 
campaign expenses except to the extent permitted under 11 CFR 9034.4(a)(3). 10 
addition, any expenses incumd before the candidate’s date of ineligibility for goods and 
services to be received after the candidate’s date of ineligibility, or for property, services, 
or facilities used to benefit the candidate’s general election campaign, are not qualified 
campaign expenses. 

Section 9038(b)(2)(A) of Title 26 of the United States Code states that if 
the Commission determines that any amount of any payment made to a candidate from 
the matching payment account was used for any purpose other than to defray the qualified 
campaign expenses with respect to which such payment was made it shall notify such 
candidate of the mount so used, and the candidate shall pay to the Secretary an amount 
equal to such amount. 
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Section 903$.2@)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of F e d d  Regulations 
states that the amount of any repayment sought under this section shall bear the same 
ratio to the total mount determined to have been used for non-qualified campaign 
expenses as the amount of matching funds certified to the candidate bears to the 
candidate’s total deposits, as of 90 days after the candidate’s date of ineligibility. 

Section 9038.2(a)(2) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that the Commission will notify the candidate of any repayment determinations made 
under this section as possible, but not later than three y m  after the close ofthe m3?ching 
payment period. The Commission’s issuance of the audit report to the candidate under 11 
CFR $9038.1(d) will constitute notification for purposes of this section. 

1. 

During our review of vendor files, expenses were noted that 
appeared to further the Candidate’s general election campaign for election but were paid 
by the Primary Committee. Each is discussed briefly below: 

a. Bismarck Enterprises 

The Primary Committee paid Bismarck Enterprises 
$22,984= for catering services provided on August 29,1996 at the Democratic National 
Convention (the Convention). These services were provided after the Candidate’s date of 
ineligibility (August 28, 1996) and therefore are considered a general election expense. It 
appears that the Primary Committee is Contending that the Candidate’s date of 
ineligibility was not until August 29,1996, the last day of the Convention, because under 
Democratic Party rules the nominee for the ofice of President does not become the 
candidate of the Democratic Party of the United States until he or she has completed his 
or her acceptance speech to the Convention.u 

The Primary Committee provided a letter from Sam 
Kaeatas, Director of Food and Beverage Bismarck Enterprises, which states that the 
Primary Committee utilized several suites and banquet facilities during the Convention 
on the dates of August 26 through August 29. Mr. Karatas states further that food and 
beverages were provided to nineteen suites during this period. He also states that on 
August 27, a luncheon buffet was prepared for Mrs. Gore. Mr. Karatas adds that a small 
banquet was also set up in the President’s waiting lounge on August 29 before he went on 
the main stage. 

The catering charges include quipmat  nntal and gratuities which w m  pm zted by the Audit 
staff bascd on a percentage of the W g  charges for August 29th to the total catering charges. 

The Rimary Committee submitted .a lenet challenging L e  Commission’s determination that the 
candidate's date of ineligibility is August 28, 1996. The Committee argued that fhe date should be 
August 29,1996. W e  Commission denied Le  W a r y  Commilaec’s request. 
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It is the opinion of the Audit SW, that neither Mr. Karatas 
nor the Primary Committee has provided documentation or evidence which demonstrates 
that the Cataing services provided on August 29,1996, the day after the President 
received the nomination, were goods and services used exclusively for the Candidate’s 
primary election campaign. 

b. AT&T Capital Corporation 

The Primary Committee entered into a lease agreement 
with AT&T Capital Corporation for equipment. The term of the lease was for 18 months 
commencing on June 1,1995. It appears, based on documentation, that the ClintodGore 
‘96 General Committee, Inc. was to have assumed the lease after the candidate’s date of 
ineIigibifity (August 28,1996) through November, 1996. The total lease payments 
includin sales tax were $422,826. The General Committee’s allocable share was 
$94,133 of which the G e n d  Committee paid only $30,397. The balance, $63,736, 
paid by the Primary Committee should have been paid by the G e n d  Committee. The 
Primary Committee in its mpme acknowledged that the General Committee should 
have paid $93,464, based on its calculation.’4 Accordingly, the Audit staff included on 
the Primary Committee statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations an account 
receivable fiom the General Committee in the amount of $63,736. 

8 

c. Salary and Overhead 

The Primary Committee paid salary and overhead 
expenses, totaling $340,579, that were incurred subsequent to the Candidate’s date of 
ineligibility. For example, the Primary Committee paid dl costs associated with the 
Little Rock office for the period August 29,1996 through December 5,1996. Staff in 
this office, according to Committee records, were worlcing on both primary contribution 
processing and GELAC contribution processing. These expenses are attributable to the 
general election and should have been paid by the General CommittdGELAC pursmt  
to 1 1 CFR 9034.4(~)(3). The Audit staff determined based on ow review of the Primary 
Committee’s records pertaining to its allocation ofsalnry and overhead that $192,288 in 
expenses are attributable to the General Committee and $148,291 to the GELAC. With 
respect to that portion of salary and overhead expense!; attributable to GELAC 
($148,291), it should be notcd that the GELAC as of J,liluary 31,1997 reimbursed the 
Primary Committee $94,972. Therefore, expenses €or salary and overhead, totaling 
$53,319 ($148291 - 94,972), is due the Primary Committee from the GELAC and 
$192,288 is due the Primary Committee from the G e n d  Committee. 

Schedules were provided to the Primary Committee at a 
conference held on March 18,1998. The Primary Coinmittee has not responded other 

?his amount was derived by pro rating $30.397 for h e  days in AugurS 1996 plus $30,397 each 
for Scptcmber, Oaobcl and November. 

The difference bawm Audit and the Primary Committee is $669. 

2.3 
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than to state it believes winding downing expenses, consisting of salary and overhead, 
should be permissible subsequent to the Candidate’s date ofineligibility. 

Rw 4- 

The Audit staffrecommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primary C!o&ttee provide: 

With respect to item l(a) evidence or documentation that the goods and 
services w m  used exclusively for the Candidate’s primary election 
campaign or evidence that the General Committee has reimbursed the 
Primary Committee $22,984. 

With respect to item I@) evidence that the balance, $63,736, paid by the 
Primary Committee is not exclusively related to the general campaign or 
evidence that the Primary Committee has received a reimbursement &om 
the General Committee for $63,736. 

With respect to item I(c) documentation which demonstrates that the 
expenses for salary and overhead paid by the Ptimary Committee 
subsequent to the Candidates date of ineligiblity represented the cost of 
goods and services used exclusively for the Primary election campaign or 
evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursements fiom 
the General Committee ($192,288) and the GELAC ($53,319). 

Absent adequate documentation to demonstrate the expenses at issue were, in fact, 
exclusive to the primary election campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has 
received reimbursement fiom the General Committee, totalimg $279,008 ($192,288 + 
$63,736 + $22,984), and $53,319 fiom the GELAC, the Audit staff will recommend that 
the Commission make a determination that the Primary Committee make a pro-rata 
repayment of$105,036 ($332,327 x ,316062) to the United States Treasury pursuant to 
26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(2).” 

This f i p  (.3 16062) represents the Primary Committee’s repayment ratio, as calculated pursuant 
to 11 CFR $900382(b)(2)(iii). 

11 
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A consulting agreement was entered into between the Primary 
Committee and Moms & Carrick, Inc. (Mac). The effective date of the agreement was 
February 1,1996 through August 30,19%. M&C billed the Rimary Committee on a 
monthly basis. In Bccordance with the agreement, ,the Ppimary Committee paid M&C 
$15,000 per month. 

In addition, MLC billed the Primary Committee on August 30, 
1996 for an additional $30,000, which the Primary Committee paid on September 30, 
1996. The invoice to the Primary Committee was annotated “Remaining Primary 
Invoice.” Although the agreement stated it may be further extended, renewed or amended 
upon written agreement of the parties, there was no provision in the original agreement or 
any amendments to the agreement which c o v e d  this billing and/or payment made on 
September 30,1996. A Primary Committee representative stated the vendor performed 
extra work than was originally anticipated and, therefore, was paid an additional $30,000. 

Subsequently, the Primary Committee submitted a Written response 
which stated that the $30,000 payment was actually owed by the General Committee, not 
the Primary Commitkc. M&C was actually owed a total of S95,OOO under the General 
Committee contract, but was only paid $65,000 on October 10,1996 by the General 
Committee. Further, the Primary Committee states because M&C mistakenly billed the 
$30,000 to the Primary Committee, committee staffpaid the invoice as directed. 
Although the Primary Committee stated a copy of the “misdirected invoice” was included 
with its response, it was not. Finally, the Primary Committee states that the General 
Committee will reimburse the Primary Committee $30,000, representing the amount paid 
and owed to M&C. 

In support of its current position, the Primary Committee provided 
a copy of a consulting agreement between M&C and the General Committee. This copy 
was not signed by either party? Subsequently, the Primary Committee made available a 
copy of the “misdirected invoice.” 

The unsigned agreement between the General Committee and 
M&C specified an effective date of August 30,1996 and a termination date of November 
30,1996. It further states M&C was to be paid $95,000 within 30 days of execution of 
the agreement, 

Since the General Committee’s agreement appears to be effective 
as of August 30,1996, it is unclear why MCC would mistakenly issue an invoice on the 
same date and for only $30,000, when, in fact, the entire amount ($95.000) to be paid, 

I l l h e  Rimary consulting agreement is signed by the Primary Committee and M&C. II 



pursuant to the agreement, was due within 30 days of execution. On September 30,1996, 
when MBtC did directIy issue an invoice 00 the General Committee, it was for only 
$65,000. 

It is the opinion of the Audit staff that, b d  on the information 
provided to date, that the $30.000 invoice WBS not intended for the General Committee. 
Further, the payment appears to -sent a bonus that waa not provided for in its 
agreement with the Primary Committee and was not paid within the time period provided 
at 11 CFR 9034.4(a)(S)(ii). 

The Audit staff recommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the primary Committee provide a copy of the executed contract (signed by 
all parties and dated) between the General Committee and Morris h Carrick. In addition, 
a signed statement from M & C which explains in detail why M h C billed the Primary 
Committee for $30,000 on August 30,1996, when the Primary Committee obligations 
under its contract were fulfilled. 

Absent adequte documentation to demonstrate the exp%ases at issue were, in fact 
qualified campaign expenses, the Audit staffwill ncommend that the Commission make 
a determination that the Primary Committee make a p r a t a  repayment of $9,482 
($30,000 x .3 16062) to the United States Treasury p m t  to 11 CFR §9038.2@)(2). 

c. 

Section ~ 4 4 ( 2 ) ( ~ )  of Title 2 of the United States Code states that no 
multicandidate! political committee shall make contributions to any candidate and his 
authorized political committees with respect to any election for Federal office which, in 
the aggregate, exceed $5,000. 

Section 441a(a)(7)(B)(i) of Title 2 of the United States Code states that 
expenditures made by any person in cooperation, consultation, or concert, with, or at the 
request or suggestion of, a candidate, his awthorizd political committees, or their agents, 
shall be c o n s i d d  to be contribution to such candidate. 

Section 100.7(a)(l) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, 
in part, that the term contribution includes the folYowirmg payments, services or other 
things of value: a gift, subscription, loan advance or deposit of money or anything of 
value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office. 
Section 100.7(a)(l)(ii)(A) ofTittle 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that for 
purposes of 11 CFR 100.7(a)(1), the term anything of value includes all in-kind 
contributions. Unless specifically exempted under 1 1 CFR 1 00.7@), the provision of any 
goods or services is a contribution. 

The Primary Committee made payments to the Sheraton New York Hotel 
h Towers (the Sheraton) totaling $252,555. One of the payments was a wire transfer on c 
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January 4,1996 in amount of $134,739, which appeared to represent a deposit. In 
addition, the Primary Committee received and paid an estimated bill for an event in the 
amount of $1 17,816. 

In response to the Audit staffs inquiry, the Prin~ary Committee provided 
the following chronology regarding the payments made to the Sheraton. The payment of 
$134,739 pereained to an event scheduled to occur in January, 1996. This event was 
subsequently canceled. The Sheraton sent the Primary Committee a refund of 
$103,260?9 a cancellation fee of $31,479 was charged. This event was then rescheduled 
to February 15,1996. On February 8,1996, a $1 17,816 payment was made to the 
Sheraton for the February 15,1996 event. Finally, the Primary Committee stated the 
DNC invited some of its donors to the event, and based on the number of DNC attendees 
and the expenses incurred by DNC staff, the DNC paid $19,832. The Primary Commiiee 
provided a copy of an invoice issued by the Sheraton to the Primary Committee, dated 
March 8,1996, in the amount of $142,322 plus a copy of a~ estimated bill issued by the 
Sheraton to the DNC for $19,832. 

Costs itemized on the DNC’s estimated bill were: dinner ($13,200), floral 
($446), linen ($185), stanchions, ropes, pipe and drape, ($220), Clinton-GoreDNC office 
rental ($61 0), Clinton-Gore/DNC office phone/fax/printer ($671), and sleeping rooms 
($4,500). Comparison of the charges listed on the Primary Committee’s invoice versus 
the charges listed on the estimated DNC bill, revealed that except for dinners ($$13,200) 
floral ($446) and linen ($185), the remaining categories of itemized charges on the 
DNC’s estimated bill do not appear on the Primary Committee’s invoice - the Primary 
Committee’s invoice apparently represents all charges billed by the Sheraton for the 
event. The expenses representing the difference, $6,001 ($19,832 - 13,831) appear to be 
related to the event, even though not included on the Sheraton’s k h  8,1996 invoice. 
Consequently, absent additional documentation, the Audit staff cannot determine how, or 
if, expenses totaling $10,675,M as reflected on the Sheraton’s invoice issued to the 
Primary Committee were paid. 

h e  cost of the event appears to be a qualified campaign expense; the 
Sheraton invoice references a “ClintodGore ‘96 ReceptiodDinner.” Further, this event 
does not appear to reprrsent a joint hdraising effort in which the DNC could have been 
a participant Absent documentation demonstrating that the expenses paid by the DNC 
are expenses NOT in connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination, the Audit 

A copy of the =fund check was provided. 

Apparent t~td cost ofevcnr, $142,322 less SI 17,816 paid by the Primary Committee, less 913.83 I 
paid by the DNC which can be associated with charges reflected on the invoice for the event. 

19 
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staff considers the amount paid by the DNC to be an in-kind contribution. Further, the 
value of the apparent in-kind contribution ($19,832) bas been adfled to the amount of 
expenditures subject to the overall l i t a t ion .  - 

The Audit staffrecommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this 
manomdun, the Primary Committee provide: 

The fiaal invoice issued by the Sheraton to the DNC; 

an explanation as to the method used to “docate” the costs of the event 
betwem the Primary Committee and the DNC, along with documentation 
to support that “allocation” ratio use& 

documentation, in the form of canceled check($ tbat demonstrates the 
$ 10,675 in event expenses were paid; 

documentation to show how the expenses paid by the DNC itre expenses 
not in connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination, and thus 
not an in-kind contribution to the himary Committee. - 
Sections 441a(b)(l)(A) and (c) of Title 2 of the United Sta!es Code state, 

in part, that no candidate for the office of President of the United States who is eligible 
under section 9033 to receive payments from the Secretary of the Treasury may make 
expenditures in excess of $10,000,000 in the campaign for nomination for election to 
such office as adjusted by the Consumer Price Index published each year by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics of the Deparhnent of Labor. 

Section 9035(a) of Title 26 of the Internal Revenue Code states, in part, 
that no candidate shall knowingly incur qualified campaign expenses in excess of the 
expenditure litation applicable under section 441a (b)(l)(A) of Title 2. 

Section 9032.9(a) of Title 1 1 ofthe Code of Federal Regulations states, in 
part, that a qualified campaign expense is one incurred by or on behalf of the candidate 
from the date the individual became a candidate through the last day of the candidate’s 
eligibility; made in connection with his campaign for nomination; and neither the 
incurrence nor the payment of which constitutes a violation of any law of the United 
States or the State in which the expense is incured or paid. 

Sections 9033.1 ](a) and (b#2)(A) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations state, in put, that each candidate shall have the burden ofproving that 
disbursements made by the candidate or his authorhd committee are qualified campaign 
expenses as defined in 11 CFR 9032.9. FOP disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee, 

c 
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2 ;  

the candidate shall present a canceled check negotiated by the payee and either a bill, an 
invoice or voucher from the payee stating the purpose of the disbursement. 

Sections 9034.4(e)(5) of Title 26 of the Code of F e d d  Regulations 
states, in relevant part, that the production costs for media communications that are 
broadcast both before and after the date of the candidate’s nomination shall be attributed 
50% to the primary limitation and 50% to the general election limitation. 

Sections 9038.2@)(2)(i)(A) and (ii)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations state, in part, that the Commission may detemnine that amount(s) of any 
payments made to a candidate from the matching payment auccount were used €or the 
purposes other than to defray qualified campaign expenses. Further, an example of a 
Commission repayment determination under paragraph (b)(2) includes determinations 
that a candidate, a candidate’s authorized committee(s) or agents have made expenditures 
in excess of the limitations set forth in 11 CFR 9035. 

Section 9038.2@)(2)(%) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states, in p a  that the amount of any repayment under this section shall bear the same 
ratio to the total amount determined to have been used for non qualified campaign 
expenses as the mount of matching funds certified ro the candidate bears to the 
candidate’s total deposits, as of 90 days after the candidate’s date of ineligibility. 

The expenditure limitation for the 1996 himary election for nomination 
for the office of President of the United States was $30,910,000. 

From its inception through December 3 1,1997 the Primary Committee 
reported net operating expenditures (subject to the limitation) of $30,727,701. 

Our analysis of expenditures subject to the limit indicated, based on 
information made available during fieldwork, that the limitzition had been exceeded by 
$46,067,914. 

Certain adjustments made by the Audit staffto reported expenditures 
subject to the limitation are detailed below. 

1. 

Based on a review of the Primary Committee’s expense printouts 
and work sheets, it was determined that there were additional expenses as well as otha 
headquarter departments that were entitled to the compliance exemption. The total 
amount of expenditures that were considered exempt legal and accounting is $363,668. 
This amount will be subtracted from expenditures subject to the limit pending 
amendments to be filed by the Primary Committee. 

2. .- 
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The pairnary Committee allocated as 1 Ooo/o exempt compliance all 
expenses incurred in the legal and matching fund cost group. Legal and accounting 
expenses i n c d  solely for the purpose of ensuring compliance with the Federal 
Election Campaign Act do not count against the overall expendhe limitation. In 
addition, costs associated with the preparation of matching fund submissions are 
considered exempt legal and accounting. However, “costs associated with the preparation 
of matching fund submissions” does not include data entry or batching contributions for 
deposit. Likewise, the cost of legal services, including the review and enforcement of 
committee contracts, is not viewed as 100% exempt compliance. The Primary 
Committee did not charge any ofthese expenses to the expenditure limitation. 

The Primary Committee’s contributions were processed in its Little 
Rock, Arkansas Headquarters. The contribution process included not only those 
activities that relate to the preparation of matching fund submissions, but also included 
data entry and batching of contributions for deposit. Its legal department performed 
duties such as negotiating contracts as well as the collection of rent due from a tenant, 
both of which are not related solely to ensuring compliance with the Act. 

In response, the Primary Committee states “[t]he Committee has 
allocated 100% of staff attorney Ken Stern’s time to accounting since he primarily 
provided services not directly related to compliance.” In addition, the response states that 
“other staff attorneys were assigned to compliance activities with minimal time 
committed to other services.” 

With respect to the Matching Fund Submission Department, the 
Primary Committee stated that “all of the costs allocated by the Committee to Department 
145 matching Fund Department] were telated to processing contributions.” The Primary 
Committee submitted a calculation for stafF who performed data entry, batch processing 
and other duties unrelated to matching funds. The Primary Committee calculated 17.33% 
of the duties performed by Matching Fund Submission staffrelated to accounting. 

The Primary Committee appears to concur with the Audit staff that 
the legal department and the matching fund department were not performing 100% 
exempt activities. However, the Financial Control and Compliance man@ provides that 
each allocable cost group must be allocated by a single method on a consistent basis. The 
Primary Committee may not allocate costs within a particular group by different methods, 
such as aliocating the payroll of some individuals by the standard 18 percent method, and 
other individuals by a committee-developed percentage supported by records indicating 
the hc t ions  and duties of the individuals. However, different cost groups may be 
allocated by different methods. 

Therefore, it is the opinion of the Audit staff, that an 85% exempt 
legal and accounting allocation for the legal department and the matching fwd 
department is a reasonable and consistent method of allocating the activities in these cost 
groups. This allocation will add $395.187 to the overall expenditure limitation. 

r 
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The Committee allocated costs associated with its headquarter 
departments either loo%, 85% or 5% to exempt legal and accounting and the remainder, 
was allocated to operating expenditures. Therefore to insure the accuracy of the 
calculation of expenditures subject to the limit, if an asset OP service when purchased or 
provided was allocated 85% to exempt legal and accounting and 15% to operating, the 
proceeds from the sale of that asset or a refund related to that service should be credited 
85% exempt legal and accounting and the remaining 15% to operating. During our 
review of refunds and rebates received by the Primary Committee, it was determined that 
certain amounts were offset 100% against the overall expenditure litation. The correct 
allocation of refunds and rebates will add $170,857 to the overall expenditure limitation. 

4. 

a Salary and Overhead 

The GELAC paid the Primary Committee $1 5 1,757 for 
salary and overhead of Primary Committee staffwho worked on GELAC activities prior 
to the Candidate's date of ineligibility. However, except for the periods when the office 
is staffed only by persons working exclusively on general election campaign preparations 
are such expenses considered a general election expense. Expenses for salary and 
overhead that were allocated between the Primary Committee and the GELAC were not 
exclusively general election in nature, and therefore were primary expenses. Based on 
our review of GELAC documentation, we determined that $62,879 in salary and 
overhead expenses were associated with staff working exclusively on GELAC. 
Accordingly, the Primary should reimburse the GELAC $88,878 ($ 15 1,757 - $62,879). 
Of this amount ($88,878) only $23,033 was applied by the Primary Committee as an 
offset to expenditures subject to the limitation. Therefore, the Audit staff has added 
$23,033 to the overall expenditure limitation. 

b. Sublease Payments 

The Primary Committee paid rent to 1 100 2 1st Association 
Ltd. Partnership for the months of July and August. The General Committee paid rent for 
office space for the remainbg months of September through November. During the lease 
period the Primary Committee subleased a portion of its office space to the fm 
Dickstein, Shap-h, MOM & Oshinsky LLP (DS). The sublease rent payments, totaling 
$76,716, were deposited into the Primary Committee's account and subsequently offset 
against expenditures subject to the limitation. The Audit staffcalculated that the Primary 
committee owes the General committee $39,415 1 The ~rimary committee in its 

This amount was derived by pro rating 514,033 for Uuee days in August, 1996 plus 514,033 each 
for September. October, and November less the amount of rmt ($4,007) paid by the Primary 
Committee which should have bem paid by the General Committee for the period 8/29/96 
8l3 1/96. 

31 
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response calculated that the Primary C~mmittee owed the General Committee $43,%?5. 
However, the primar)r Committee did not consider in its calculation rent that the General 
Committee should have paid for August 29 - 3 1. This will add $39,451 to the overall 
expendim limitation. 

Shown below is the calculation of the expenditures subject 
to the limit:. 
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CLINTON/GORE '96 PRlMARY COMMlTlEE. INC. 
ANALYSIS OF EXPENDITURES S W C T  TO LIMITATION 

AMOUNT REPORTED BY THE CO- AT DECEMBER 3 1, I997 $30,727,701 

LESS: 

ADDITIONAL HEADQUARTER DEPARTNIEMTS AND EXPENDITURES 
CONSIDERED EX" LEGAL AND ACCOUNTING 
FOR AMENDMENTS TO BE FfLED 

EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO THE L M T  PENDING 
AMENDMENTS TO BE FLEQ 

$363,668 AI 

$30,364,033 

ADD 

DEETS OWED BY THE COMMITTEE AT DECEMBER 31.1997 $104,759 B/ 

15% FOR LEGAL DEPARIMENT AND MATCHING F W D  DEPART?&" 
NOT CONSIDERED 100% EXEMPT COMPLIANCE 

$395,187 CI 

REFUNDS. REBATES AND THE SALE OF ASSETS 
INCORRECTLY OFFSET AGAINST THE LIMlT 

$ 170,857 Df 

PAYABLE TO CLINTON/GORE '96 GENERAL ELECTION COMPLIANCE $23,033 W 
FUND FOR SALARY AND OVERWAD PRE Do1 

DUE TO CLINTON/GORE'% GENERAL COMMITTEE ~85,481 FI 
C 0 " T X O N  TRAVEL S46.036 
SUBLEASE PAYMENTS $39,451 

IN-KPND C0N"RIBUIION FOR EVENT COSTS 

SUBTOTAL 

$19,832 CY 

$3 1,163,188 
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DEBTS OWED TO THE COMMllTEE AT DECEMBER 31,1997 S361.86Q W 

AMOUNT DUE FROM CLINTON/GORE '96 GENERAL COMMITTEE $87,159 V 
BISMARK -RISES $22,984 
AT RT PHONE LEASE $63,736 
GTE $439 

EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO P W Y  SPENDING LIMITATHON AT 
DECEMBER31.1997 

PRWIARY EXPENDITURE LWATXON 

A " T O v E w ( u N D f i R )  

If the DNC Media expaues (sce Finding 1II.A.)  ut detemrined to be a 

contribution in-kind to the Primary Committee, the following will mlt 

DNC MEDIA EXPENSES 

EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION 

PRIMARY EXPENDITURE LIMITATION 

EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION 

$30,714,169 

S30.910,oOa 

($195.831) 

$46,263,745 

S76.977914 

$30~910,000 



37 

FOOTNOTES 

A. This amount represents additional headquarter departmcnts as well as expenses 
that are considered exempt legal and accounting subject to amendments to be 
filed. See Finding 1II.D. 1. 

B. Debts owed by the Primary Committee as reported in its December 3 1,1997 
Disclosure Reports Schedule D. 

C. This amount represents 15% of the legal department and the matching h d  
department expenses that, based on a review of salary and overhead, are not 
exclusively matching funds or legal costs. See Finding III.D.2. 

This amount is for refunds, rebates and the sale of assets that were offset 100% 
against the l i t  by the Primary Committee. However, the documentation 
indicated that only a portion of the refund (1 5% to 95%) should have been offset 
against the expendim limit. See Finding III.D.3. 

This amount represents the amount, pre date of eligibility, of salary and overhead 
expenses that were offset against the limit, the bdance was an offset to exempt 
legal and Bccounting expenses. See Finding III.D.4.a 

D. 

E. 

F. This represents travel h m  the Democratic National Convention paid by the 
General Committee (see General Committee's ECM, Finding III.C.1.) and 
sublease payments (see Finding 1ILDA.b). 

G. This represents an apparent in-kind contribution by the DNC for event expenses. 
See Finding 1II.C. 

A refund from the November 5 Group is due'the Priinary Committee according to 
its Year End 1997 disclosure report. 

H. 

I. The amount due from the General committee for Bismarck Enterprises and 
AT&T are amounts paid by the Primary Committee but should have been paid by 
the General Committee. See Finding III.B.1 .a. and b. The GTE amount of$489 
is a primary refund that was mistakenly deposited into the General Committee's 
bank account. 
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The Audit Staffrewmmends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primary Committee demonstrate that it has not exceeded the spending 
limitation at 2 U.S.C. 441a @)( l)(A). Absent such a demonstdon, the Audit staff will 
recommend that the Commission determine that $13,412,19852 is repayable to the U.S. 
Treasury?' If it is determined that the in-kind contribution is on &Mf of the General 
Committee there would be no repayment by the Primary Committee, since the limitation 
at 2 U.S.C. 441a@)(l)(A) would not have been exceeded. 

E. 

Section 9034.5 (a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires 
that within 15 calendar days after the candidate's date of ineligibility, the candidate shall 
submit a statement of net Outstanding campaign obligations which reflects the total of all 
net outstanding obligations for qualified campaign expenses plus estimated necessary 
winding down costs. 

In addition, Section 9034.1 (b) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states, in part, that if on the date of ineligibility a candidate has net 
outstanding campaign obligations as defmed under 11 CFW 59034.5, that candidate may 
continue to receive matching payments provided that on the date of payment there are 
remaining net outstanding carnpaign obligations. 

President Clinton's date of ineligibility was August 28,1996. The Audit 
staffreviewed the Committee's h c i a l  activity through December 3 1,1997, analyzed 
winding down costs, and prepared the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations which appears below. 

This amount may require a downward adjustment pending final resolution of the mpayment 
m a w  noted at Fedmg IILB. 

It should be noted that the pmmm repayment based on the amount in excess of the limitation 
would be S14,560317 ($46,067,914 x .316062), however, theqayment amount can not exceed 
the amount of matching funds received by the Rimary Committee. The Primary Committee 
received S13.412,198 in matching funds. 
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CLrnNff iOI?€ '96 PRIMARY COMMrr?E& me. 
STATEMENT OF NET OUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN OBUGAVIONS 

89 Of &JgtJSt 28,lgM 
as debermirred through December 31,1997 

ASSETS 

Cash in Bank 
Cash on Hand 
InveStmMlts in U.S. Treasuries 

Accounts Receivable: 

Accrued Interest 
Vendor Deposita 
Due from GELAC 
Clinton/Gon '98 General Committee 
Vendor Refunds 

capital Assets 

Total As8ets 

OBLIGATIONS 

Accounts Payable for Qualified Campaign Expenses 
Refunds of Contributions 

Federal Income Tax 

Amount Due GELAC 
Amount h 6  General Committee 
Amout Due U.S. T m  - Stafe-dated C h k s  

Actusl Wmdhg Down Expeases 
D#rmbet6,l996-December31,1997 

EsthnatedW~dbgDowaExpenscs 
Jaw I. 1 9 9 8 - m b 3 1 . 1 9 9 9  

t 3,390,408 (1) 
292 

2,146'940 

9,171 (2) 
54,933 (3) 

151,757 (4) 
87,159 (5) 

385,568 (8) 

497,427 (7) 

6,723,653 

4,318,509 (8) 
7,275 (9) 

165,4110 (10) 

88,879 (11) 
46,036 (12) 
38,164 (13) 

1,822,556 
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(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

Audited Bank Reconciliation at 8/28/96 which includes stale-dated checks dated on or before date 
of ineligibility added back to cash in bank balance. 
A c m d  interest income is mognized hm 7/25/96 - 8/28/96. 
Wis amount represents an analysis of Committee’s work sheet dated 4/25/97 relative to 
outstanding deposits; however, it ~tppean that the Committee failed to mognize the receipt and 
deposit of certain predate of ineligibility dqmiis. 
This amount reflects GELAC reimbursements to the Primary Committee for GELAC salaries and 
overhcad expenses initially paid b y  the Primary Committee on or before 8/28/96. An offset 
($88,879) was calculated by the Audit staffto reflect the expenses of individuah not working 
exclusively on GELAC ma- (%.e Note 11). 
This amount represents: (a) Primary Committee payment ($22,984) 
catering services provided to the General Committee; @) an amount ($63,736) paid by the 
Primary Committee through July 1996 for an AT&T phone leasc in excess of the amount as 

(4) 

(5) Bismarck Enterprises for 

calculated per Primary Commit& workpapm; (c) a GTE refund ($439) addressed to the Primary 
Committee but crroncously dcposited by the General Committee. 
Amounts dcposited post date of ineligibility for wansactions made on or before date of 
ineligibility; also includes a reported outstanding amount ($361,860) at year-end ‘97 from Squier 
Knapp ofhs (SKO). 
Recognition of gross capital assets including software and licensing fees less depreciation of 40%. 
Reflects actwl accounts payable through 1 2 3  1/97 absent a reduction to ac~ounts payable for post 
date of ineligibility stalc-datcd checks and winding down costs. 
Represents contributions dated 8/28/96 or before and refunded to contributors. 
This amount reflects the tax liability for invesbnent income and interest from deposits realized and 
mcognized for the pe&xl 3/1/96-8/28/96. 
This offsets the GELAC reimbursement to the Primary Committee at Note 4; the difference of 
$62.878 represents the allowable reimbursement by GELAC for staffworking 100% on GELAC 
matters prior to date of ineligibility. 
This amount represents; (a) DNC Convention related travel on TWA paid ($40,900) by the 
General Committee; @) a leg of DNC Convention travel h m  Chicago to Cape Girardeau, MO 
relative to the Primary Committee that was paid ($5,136) by the General Committee. 
Primary Committee’s outstanding checks to vendon or contributors that have not been cashed. 
This amount is based on the Rimary Committee’s actual 1997 year-end winding down expenses. 

r 
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F. 

Section 9038.6 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that if 
the committee has checks outstanding to creditors or confributions that have not been 
cashed, the committee shall notify the Commission. The committee shall inform the 
Commission of its efforts to locate the payees, if such efforts have been necessary, and its 
efforts to encourage the payees to cash the outstanding checks. The committee shall also 
submit a check for the total amount of such outstanding checks, payable to the United 
States Treasury. 

During our review of the Primary Committee's disbursement activity, the 
Audit staff identified 97 stale-dated checks totaling $38,164 dated between April 27, 
1995 and December 16,1997. The Audit staff provided a schedule of the stale-dated 
check to the Primary Committee on Thursday, March 19,1998. 

The Audit staff recommends that within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the primary Committee present evidence that the checks were not 
outstanding (Le., copies of the fiont and back of the negotiated checks), or that the 
outstanding checks were voided andor that no Primary Committee obligation exists. 

Absent such documentation, the Audit staff will recommend that the Commission 
determine that $38,164 is payable to the United States Treasury. 

c 
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DNC AND PRIMARY COMMI'ITEE ADS HAVING SAME AUDIO AM) VIDEO 
CONTENT 
[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

P11 REAL TICUT CG13-30 
D795 DOLEIGINGMCH DNC1228-30 

TWE OVAL OFFICE IF lT WERE BOB DOLE SIl"G HERE HE WOULD HAVE ALREADY 
CUT MEDICARE 270,000,000,000 DOLLARS TOXIC POLLUTERS OFF THE HOOK NO 
TO THE BRADY BILL 60,000 CRIMINALS ALLOWED TO BUY HANDGUNS AND SLASHED 
EDUCATION PRESIDENT CLlh'TON STOOD F I M  AND DEFENDED OUR VALUES BUT 
NEXT YEAR IF NEWT GINGRICH CONTROLS CONGRESS AND HIS PARTNER BOB DOLE 
ENTERS THE OVAL OFFICE THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM 

PI2 NOBODY CGl4-30 
D796 THEM DNC1229-30 
THE OVAL OFFICE IF DOLE SITS HERE AND GINGRJCH RUNS CONGRESS WHAT 
COULD HAPPEN MEDlCARE SLASHED WOMEN'S RlGHT TO CHOOSE GONE EDUCATION 
SCHOOL DRUG PROGRAMS CUT AND A RISKY ~ ~ o , ~ , o o o , o o o  DOLLAR PLAN 
BALLOONS THE DEFIClT RAISES INTEREST RATES HURTS THE ECONOMY PRESIDENT 
CLINTON SAYS BALANCE THE BUDGET CUT TAXES FOR FAMILIES COLLEGE TUITION 
STANDS UP TO DOLE AND GINGRlCH BUT IF DOLE *TNS AND GINGRICH RUNS 
CONGRESS THERE WIEL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM 

PI3 BACK' CW9-30 
D794 SCHEME DNC 1227-30 
AMERICA'S ECONOMY IS C O ~ G  BACK 1o,ooo,ooo NEW JOBS WE MAKE MORE 
AUTOS THAN JAPAN HIGHER MINIMUM WAGE NOW BOB DOLE ENDANGERS IT ALL 
WITH A RISKY LAST h4lNUTE SCHEME THAT WOULD BALLOON 
MTERESP RATES HURT FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN TAX CUTS FOR 
FAMILIES C o u E O E  TUITION TAX CREDITS HEALTH INSURANCE YOU DON'T LOSE 
CHANGING JOBS WELFARE REFORM GROWTH PRESIDENT CLINTON MEETMG OUR 
CHALLENGES BOB DOLE GAMBLING WITH OUR FUTURE 

DEFICIT HIGHER 

A Primary Committee ad entitled GAMBLE is nearly identical to BACK and SCHEME, the 
differences a: mise interat mtcs instead of higher interest rates; hrw the economy instcad 
of hurt hmllies. 

I 
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a 

DNC ADS - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS DOLE'S POSITIONS 
[NOTE: DOLE SPEAKIN0 IN ITALICS, NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

D303 NO DNC550-30 
WE SENT HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET IN A GENERATION AND HE VETOW IT 
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXFS FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS rr'S TlME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES 

D324 PROOF DNC580-30 
WE SENT HIM THE FIRYT BALANCED BUDGET IN A GENERATION AND HE VETOW IT 
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE P R E S I D W  CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WEEFARE 
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLNRlN PLANS rr'S TIME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES 

D346 FACTS DNC602-30 
WE SENTHIM THE FIRYTBALWCELI BUDGETIN A GENERATIONAND HE VETOED IT 
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTOff THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE W l R 0 " T  BUT DCliE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICAXS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PROTECTMG KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLAN IT'S TIME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLAN YES TO OUR FAMILIES AND OUR VALUES 

D767 ECONOMY BNC1200-30 
REMEMBER RECESSION JOBS LOST THE DOLE GOP BILL TRIES TO DENY NEARLY 
1,000,000 FAMnIES UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS HIGHER INTEREST RATES 
~ 0 , 0 0 0 , ~ ~  UNEMPLOYED WITH A DOLE AMENDwaJT REPW3LICANS TRY TO BLOCK 
MORE JOB TRAMNO TODAY WE MAKE MORE AUTOS THAN JAPAN RECORD 
CONSTRUCTION JOBS MORTGAGE RATES DOWN 10,000,000 NEW JOBS MORE WOMEN 
OWNED COMPANIES THAN EVER THE PRESlDEN7% PLAN EDUCATION JOB TRAINlNG 
ECONOMIC GROWTH FOR A BE17ER FUTURE 



Exit Coderence Memomdm on 
ClintodGore '96 Primary Committee9 Inc. 

EXHIBIT #2 
Page 2 of 2 

D797 RISKY DNC1230-30 
BOB DOLE ATTACKING THE PRESIDENT BUT PRESID€NT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR 
15,000,000 WORKING FAMILIES PROPOSES TAX CREDITS FOR COLLEGE BOB DOLE 
V0TE.D TO RAISE PAYROLL TAXES SOCIAL S E C W N  TAXES THE 90 WCOME TAX 
INCREASE ~ o , ~ , o ~ , o ~  IN HIGHER TAXES HIS RISKY TAX SCHEME TO HELP 
PAY FOR IT EXPERTS SAY W L E  AND GMGRlCH WILL HAVE TO CUT MEDICARE 
EDUCATION E N V I R O " T  BOB WLE RAISING TAXES TRYING TO CUT MEDICARE 
RUNNING FROM HIS RECORD 



i i i  
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12 DNC ADS - CLINTON’S POSITIONS VS “DOLE GMGRICH” POSITIONS 
W O E :  NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

D212 TABLE DNC420-30 
THE GINGRlCH DOLE BUDGET PLAN WCTORS CHARGING MORE THAN MEDICARE 
ALLOWS HEADSTART SCHOOL ANTI DRUG HELP SLASHED CHILDREN DENIED 
ADEQUATE MEDICAL CARE TOXIC POLLUTERS LET OFF THE NOOK BUT PRESIDENT 
CLINTON HAS PUT A BALANCED BUDGET PLAN ON THE TABLE PROTECTING 
MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT THE PRESIDEWT CUTS TAXES AND 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES BUT DOLE AND GINGWCH N S T  WALKED AWAY THAT’S 
WRONG THEY MUST AGREE TO BALANCE THE BUDGET WITHOUT HURTING AMERICA’S 
FAMILIES 

D348 SUPPORTS DNC610-30 
THIS DOLE GINGRICH AlTACK AD HAS THE FACTS ALL WRONG PRESIDENT CLINTON 
SUPPORTS TAX CREDITS FOR FAMILIES WITH CHUDREN BUT WHEN DOLE AND 
GINGRICH INSISTED ON RAISING TAXES ON WORKING FAMILIES HUGE CUTS IN 
MEDICARE EDUCATION CUTS W TOXIC CLEANUP CLINTON VETOED IT THE 
PRESIDENT‘S PLAN PRESERVE MEDICARE DEDUCT COLLEGE TUlTlON SAVE ANTI 
DRUG PROGRAMS BUT DOLE GINGRICH VOTE NO NO TO AMERICA‘S FAMILIES THE 
PRESIDENT‘S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES 

D379 PHOTO DNC641-30 
60,000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN’T BECAUSE 
PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL FIVE DAY WAITS BACKGROUND 
CHECKS BUT DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED NO 1~0,000 NEW POLICE BECAUSE 
PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GWGRICH VOTED NO WANT TO REPEAL 
IT STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLINTON DID IT DOLE 
AND GINGRICH NO AGAIN THEIR OLD WAYS DON’T WORK PRESIDENT CLINTON’S 
PLANS THE NEW WAY iWEETlNG OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTNG OUR VALUES 

M04  BACKGROUND DNC680-30 
60,000 FELONS AND FUG’ITIVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN’T BECAUSE 
PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL BACKGROUND CHECKS DOLE AND 
GINGRICH VOTED NO AND NOW WANT TO REPEAL THE ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN 
~00,000 NEW POLJCE PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED 
NO STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLINTON DID IT 
REPUBLICANS PLAN TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS OLD WAYS DON’T WORK PRESIDENT 
CLINTON’S PLANS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR 
VALUES 
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D433 FTNISH DNC710-30 
HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXC CLEANUP EXTRA POLICE ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS 
DOLE GINGRICH WANTED THEM CUT NOW THEY'RE SAFE PROTECTED Itu THE 96 
BUDGET BECAUSE THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE GINGRICH DEADLOCK 
GRIDLOCK SHUT DOWNS THE PRESIDENT% PLAN FINISH THE JOB BALANCE THE 
BUDGET REFORM WELFARE CUT TAXES PROTECT MEDICARE PRESIDENT CLINTON 
SAYS GET IT DONE MEET OUR CHALLENGES PROTECT OUR VALUES 

D458 SAME DNC740-30 
AMERICA'S VALUES HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CLEANUP EXTRA POLICE 
PROTECIED IN THE BUDGET AGREEMENT THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE 
GMGRICH'S LATEST PLAN INCLUDES TAX HIKES ON WORKING FAMILIES UP TO 
18,000,000 CHILDREN FACE HEALTHCARE CUTS MEDICARE SLASHED 
167,000,000,000 THEN DOLE RESIGNS LEAVING BEHIND GRIDLOCK HE AND 
GINGRICH CREATED THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN POLlTICS MUST WAIT BALANCE THE 
BUDGET REFORM WELFARE PROTECT OUR VALUES 

D483 SIDE DNC770-3Q 
AMERICA'S VALUES THE PRESIDENT BANS DEADLY ASSAULT WEAPONS DOLE 
GINGRICH VOTE NO THE PRESIDENT PASSES FAMlLY LEAVE DOLE GINGRICH VOTE 
NO THE PRESIDENT STANDS FIRM A BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS MEDICARE 
DISABLED CHILDREN NO AGAIN NOW DOLE RESIGNS LEAVES GRIDLOCK HE AND 
GINGRICH CREATED THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN BALANCE THE BUDGET PROTECT 
MEDICARE REFORM WELFARE DO OUR DUTY TO OUR PARENTS OUR CHILDREN 
AMERICA'S VALUES 

D557 DEFEND DNC950-30 
PROTECTING FAMnlES FOR MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON 
CUT TAXES THE DOLE GINGRlCH BUDGET TRIED TO RAISE TAXES ON 8,000,000 
THE DOLE GINGRlCH BUDGET WOULD HAVE SLASHED MEDICARE 270,000,000,000 
CUT COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIPS THE PRESfDENT DEFENDED OUR VALUES PROTECTED 
MEDICARE AMD NOW A TAX CUT OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YFAX FOR THE FIRST TWO 
YEARS OF COLLEGE MOST COMMUNITY COLLEGES FREE HELP ADULTS GO BACK TO 
SCHOOL THE PR€SID@"fS PLAN PROTECTS OUR VALUES 
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D627 ANOTHER DNC1001-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD WRONG PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD M E R  OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS KEPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GINGRlCH BUDGET TIUED TO REPEAL ~00,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GMGRICH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTl DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 

DS92 VALUES DNC1040-30 
AMERICAN VALUES DO OUR DUTY TO OUR PARENTS PRESIDENT CLINTQN PROTECTS 
MEDICARE THE DOLE GINGRlCH BUDGET TRIED TO CUT MEDICARE 
270,000,000,000 PROTECT F M L I E S  PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR 
MILLJONS OF WORKING FAMILIES THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO MISE 
TAXES ON 8,000,000 OF THEM OPPORTUNITY P R E S l D W  CLINTON PROF'OSES TAX 
BREAKS FOR TUITION THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO SLASH COLLEGE 
SCHOLARSHIPS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN MEETS om CHALLENGES 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES 

D697 INCREASED DNC1120-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLINTON MCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
P R O T E m G  US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRICH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
P R O T E a  OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 

D732 ENOUGH DNC 1 160-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WUFARE FOX ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTMG US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100.000 NEW POLICE M)LE GINGRICH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLlNTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 



I 

Exit Conference Memorandm on 
ClintodGore '96 Primary Codttet!, Inc. 

EXHIBIT #4 
Page 1 of4 

13 DNC AD§ - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS '' THE REPUBLICANS' '* POSITIONS 
VOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER, BOLD TYPE IS GINGRICH SPEAKING] 

D1 PROTECT DNCIO-30 
MEDICARE LIFELINE FOR OUR ELDERLY THERE IS A WAY TO PROTECT MEDICARE 
BENEFITS AND BALANCE THE BUDGET PRESIDENT CLI"0N WHO CUT GOVERNMENT 
WASTE REDUCED EXCESS SPENDING SLOWED MEDICAL INFLATION THE REPUBLICANS 
DISAGREE THEY WANT TO CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS CHARGING 
ELDERLY 600 MORE A YEAR FOR MEDICAL CARE 1700 MORE FOR HOME CARE 
PROTECT MEDICARE BENEFITS OR CUT TIEM A DECISION THAT TOUCHES US ALL 

D10 MORAL DNC11-30 
AS AMERICANS THERE ARE SOME THINGS WE DONE SIMPLY AND SOLELY BECAUSE 
THEY'RE MORAL RIGHT AND GOOD TREATING QUR ELDERLY WITH DIGNITY IS ONE 
OF THESE THINGS WE CREATED MEDICARE NOT BECAUSE IT WAS CHEAP OR EASY 
BUT BECAUSE IT WAS THE RIGHT THING TO DO THE .PEPUBLICANS ARE WRONG TO 
WANT TO CUT MEDICARE BENEFITS AND PRESIDENT CLINTON IS RIGHT TO 
PROTECT MEDICARE RIGHT TO DEFEND OUR DECISION AS A NATION TO DO WHAT'S 
MORAL GOOD AND RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY 

D19 EMMA DNC54-30 
PRESERVING MEDICARE FOR THE NEXT GENERATION THE RIGHT CHOICE BUT 
WHAT'S THE RIGHT WAY REPUBLICANS SAY DQUBLE PREMIUMS DEDUCTIBLES NO 
COVERAGE IF YOU'RE UNDER SIXTY-SEVEN 270 BILLION IN CUTS BUT LESS THAN 
HALF THE MONEY REACHES THE MEDICARE TRUST FUND THAT'S WRONG WE CAN 
SECURE MEDICARE WITHOUT THESE NEW COSTS ON THE ELDERLY THAT'S THE 
PRESIDENT'S PLAN CUT WASTE CONTROL COSTS SAVE MEDICARE BALANCE THE 
BUDGET THE RIGHT CHOICE FOR OUR FAMILIES 

D38 SAND DNC120-30 
THERE ARE BELIEFS AND VALUES THAT TIE AMERICANS TOGETHER IN WASHINGTON 
THESE VALUE!ii GET LOST M THE TUG OF WAR BUT WHAT% RIGHT MATTERS WORK 
NOT WELFARE IS RIGHT PUBLIC EDUCATION IS RIGHT MEDICARE IS RIGHT A TAX 
CUT FOR WORKING FAMILIES IS RIGHT THESE VALUES ARE BEHIND THE 
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PLAN VALUES REPUBLICANS IGNORE CONGRESS 
SHOULD JOM THE PRESIDENT AND BACK THESE VALUW SO INSTEAD OF A W G  OF 
WAR WE COME TOG- AND DO WHAT'S RIGHT FOR OUR FAMILIES 
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D58 FAMILIES DNC170-30 
OUR FAMILIES NEED MEDICARE BUT NOW WE LEARN THE TRUTH NOW WE DON'T GET 
RID OF IT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE WE MN'T THINK 'THAT THAT'S POLITICALLY 
SMART WE DON'T THINK TEAT'S THE RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A T.WSITION 
BUT WE BELlEVE IT'S GOING TO WITHER ON THE VINE AND NOW THE 
REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS WANT THE PRESIDENT TO CUT A DEAL AND JUST LET 
MEDICARE WITHER ON THE VINE NO DEAL THE PRESIDENT WILL VETO ANY BILL 
THAT CUTS MEDICARE BENEFITS EDUCATION OR HARMS THE ENVIRONMENT THE 
PRESIDENT BELIEVES WE MUST DO OUR DUTY BY OUR PARENTS AND PROVIDE OUR 
CHILDREN WITH OPPORTUNITY 

D78 THREATEN DNC200-30 
THE TRUTH ON MEDICARE NOW WE DON'T GET RID OF 1T IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE 
WE DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S POLITICALLY SMART WE DON'T THINK THAT'S THE 
RlGAT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRANSITION BUT WE BELIEVE IT'S GOING TO 
WITHER ON THE VINE MEDICARE WITHER ON THE v m  BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON 
WILL VETO ANY BILL THAT CUTS MEDICARE BENEFITS EDUCATION OR THE 
ENVIRONMENT NOW REPUBLICANS THREATEN TO CLOSE. THE GOVERNMENT DOWN IF 
THE PRESIDENT WON'T CUT MEDICARE AND EDUCATIODJ NO DEAL THE PRESIDENT 
WILL DO RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY AND OUR CHILDREN THREAT OR NO THREAT 

D120 PRESIDENTS DNC261-30 
THE CONSTITUTION PRESIDENTS HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 42ND PRESIDENT IS STANDING FIRM FOR 

ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE 
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORTUNI'IY FOR OUR CHILDREN 
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS 
VETOING THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE 

HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR 

D99 FIRM DNC270-30 
THE CONSTITUTION PRESIDEN'IS HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 4 2 N ~  PRESIDENT IS STANDING FIRM FOR 
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR 
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE 
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORTUNI'W FOR OUR CHILDREN 
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS 
VETOING THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE 
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Dl4l PEOPLE DNC300-30 
BELLE IS DOING FINE BUT MEDICARE COULD BE CUT NICHOLAS IS GOING TO 
COLLEGE BUT HIS SCHOLARSHIP COULD BE GONE THE STAKES IN THE BUDGET 
DEBATE JOSHUA'S DOING WELL BUT HELP FOR HIS DISABILITY CQULD BE CUT 
PRESIDENT CLINTON STANDING FIRM TO PROTECT PEOPLE MATIIEW BOUGHT A 
HOUSE BUT WILL THE WATER BE SAFE TO DRINK MIKE HAS A JOB BUTNEW TAXES 
IN THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET COULD SET HIM BACK PRESIDENT CLINTON SAYS 
BALANCE THE BUDGET BUT PROTECT OUR FAMILIES 

D163 CHILDREN DNC330-PO 
AMERICA'S CHILDREN 7,000,000 PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES ON 
WORKING FAMILIES 4,000,000 CHLDREN GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE 
EDUCATION CUT 30,000,000,000 DOLLARS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION OUTED 
THAT'S THE SAD TRUXTI BEHIND THE REPUBLICAN BUMJET PLAN TWE PRESIDENT'S 
SEVEN YEAR BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS MEDICARE EDUCATION AND GIVES 
WORKING FAMILIES WlTH CHILDREN A TAX BREAK IT'S OUR DUTY TO AMERICA'S 
CHILDREN AND THE PRESIDENT% PLAN WILL MEET IT 

D185 SLASH DNC390-30 
AMERICA'S CHILDREN MILLIONS PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES OVER A 
MILLION GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE EDUCATION CUT 30,000,000,000 
BILLION ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION GUTTED DRASTIC REPUBLICAN BUDGET CUTS 
BUT THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN PROTECTS MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATiON 
ENVIRONMENT AND EVEN REPUBLICAN LEADERS AGREE IT BALANCES THE BUDGET 
IN SEVEN YEARS CONGRESS SHOULD NOT SLASH MEDICARE AND MEDICAID IT 
SHOULD BALANCE THE BUDGET AND DO OUR DUTY TO OUR CHILDREN 

D429 HELP DNC705-30 
FAMILY MEDICAL, LEAVE SO MOTHERS CAN CARE FOR WEIR BABIES PRESIDENT 
CLINTON GOT IT PASSED REPUBLICANS OPPOSED IT MORE HELP FOR SMALL 
CLASSES WC?IING READING AND MATH PRESIDENT CLINTON GOT 1T PASSED 
REPUBLICANS WANT TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS LOW COST VACCINE TO IMMUNIZE 
CHILDREN AGAINST DISEASE PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED IT REPUBLICANS 
OPPOSE IT THE REPUBLICANS WILL DO ANYTHING ANYTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT 
CLINTON'S PLAN PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN M E m G  OUR CHALLENGES 
PROTECTING OUR VALUES 
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D299 STOP DNC540-30 
ACCESS TO HEALTH INSURANCE FOR ALL PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN CHILD 
SUPPORT COLLECTION FOR MOTHERS AND THEIR CHILDREN EDUCATIQN JOB 
TRAlh'lNG MORE POLICE WHAT PRESlDENT CLINTON AND THE DEMOCRATS WANT FOR 
AMERICA REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLlNTON 
REPUBLICANS CUT SCHOOL LUNCHES CUT HEADSTART CUT CHILD HEALTHCARE 
REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLWON STAND FIRM 
CHILDREN ARE COUNTING ON YOU 

c 
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4 DNC AD§ - DREAMS, VICTIMS, CHALLENGE, WELFARE 
[NOTE: NON-iTALIC IS VOICE-OVER, UNDEIPSCORED I§ CLINTQN SPEAKDIG] 

D508 DREAMS DNC830-30 
I WANT TO BE AN ARC~OLUGIST COLLEGE PROFESSOR. PALEONTOLUGIST TIE 
PRESIDENT SAYS GIVE EVERY CHILD THE CHANCE FOR COLLEGE Wmt A TAX CUT 
OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR TWO YEARS MAKING MOST COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
FREE ALL COLLEGES MORE AFFORDABLE I WANT TO BF! AN OCEANOGRAPHER 
PRESCHOOL TEACHER AND FOR ADULTS A CHANCE TO ILEARN FIND A BETIER JOB 
THE PRESIDENT'S TWTlON TAX CUT PLAN I'M GOING TO FIND A CURE FOR 
CANCER BECAUSE YOU'RE NEVER TOO OLD TO LEARN OR TOO YOUNG TO DREAM 

D276 VICTIMS DNC500-30 
EVERY YEAR IN AMERICA 1,000,000 WOhfEN ARE VICTWS OF D O ~ T I C !  ABUSE IT 
IS A VIOLATION OF OUR NATION'S VALUES I f  S PAINFUL TO SEE IT% TlME TO 
CONFRONT IT THE PRESlDEN'fS PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
WORK NOT WELFARE TO ENCOURAGE STRONGER FAMILIES IMPROVE AND ENFORCE 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LAWS 1 , o ~ , o o o  WOMEN A TEST OF OUR NATIONAL 
C H a C T E R  A CHALLENGE WE WILL MEET 

D241 CHALLENGE DNC450-30 

I 

D253 WELFARE DNC470-30 
FAMILIES DJSROYED CHILDWEN'S DREAMS LOST THE LEGACY OF OUR PRESENT 
WELFARE SYSTEM THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
REDUCE TEEN PREGNANCY WORK REQUIREMENTS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS STRICT 
TIME LlMlTS ON WELFARE BENEFITS TEACH VALUES IN OUR SCHOOLS NO WORK NO 
WELFARE RESCUE CHILDREN FROM THE DESTRUCTWE WELFARE SYSTEM 
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oetobar I, 1999 - 
nonor.blo lyn\ap C i k o n ,  Chair 
Arkanram Daocra t i c  Party 
1408 w. capi to l  
L i t t i 8  ROCR, wt 7 a m  

ma8 BynuBr 
Am dia6umm.Q on today’. sonfaronoo call, the W C  ia propoming 

that tits AT~UINB D u o c P s t i c  party mpnaer a talevirion 
a d v a ~ t i o o n n t ,  t o  k run in  tha Lite10 Rock market, attaekinp tho 
ffapubliaanm and promting the Duoer.tic Par%y*o w s i t i o n  on 
Xdicara. A taw oL tho propornod advartimwunt io anclanad, al0W 
with a oopy or the aer ipt .  m e  DNC m l d  provide you w i t h  a11 of 
tho fundm nacumery t o  run tho advartL~ma.ntm. It is up t o  you 
uhmthmr t o  havo the a t a t e  party mperuor thema advufiaanents. 

I f  t h i m  rmatm w i t h  your approvaX, tha advertimmaantm would run 
thim urn.*, pommibly boginning am a u l y  as Uadnm.Bay. 

A. dis6umm.d. tho DNC campaign divimion w i l l  bo i n  boueh with 
yous mtafi t o  anaver quamtiona and provido any additlonai 
l n io rmt ion  naodd,  and our C41i.f Financial orLic8r Brad Mar8h.11 
w i l l  bo in touch w i t h  your otaS1 to diseumm the nochmicm of 
p a p u l t .  

I2 you havo any queationa o r  conoorna about this prOpOa8d 
advartldng c-ign, plaama do not baoltate t o  call  ma diract ly .  

W i t h  bomt rmqu&m, 

Sincoroly yourm, 



- 
ilonorablo D i l l  Pr.88, cb.h 
California Democratic P a r t y  
644Q Smta  nonica B l v d .  

mar 1111: 
A. discussed on today’s conference c a l l ,  th. me is propo8inp 

t h a t  the ca l i forn ia  Domixatic Party aponsor a te levis ion 
41dV~rth8mOnt. t o  b. run in tha Chico-Raddfnq, Sacrubonto-Stockton, 

tha Durocratic Party’s gomitiom on Mdiurs. A tap0 of the 
propored s d v e r t i u r s n t  i n  enclos.d, along w i t h  a copy of the 
ocript. Tko ONE would provide you vith a11 of the fgnd. nocaseary 

state party eponsar t h s u  advoxti80PUlt.. 

-8 An9eh8. a 90069 

anb Sant. W b U a  Mrket8, attackfnp tRa R O p u b l i U n 8  and p S O m O t i W  

to  -0 adVUti88mnb. It i0 Up t o  YOU whPh.fh.r t o  PuVe th. 

If +hi8 E@&. Vieh YOU? 4pprOV81, the advertLm..snte would 
+hi8 We.*, po8Sibly b.giMfyl a8 aulgl a8 UOdn&y. 

A 8  df8N88ed, the BNC C q i g n  divis ion V i 1 1  b in touch W i t h  
your etaff t o  m s w u  questions and provide any additional 
inforamtion needed. and o w  Qlisf Tinancial Oificer Brad Has8holl 
w i l l  bm i n  touch vith your etaff t o  dlseusr the rachaniea of 
payment. 

If you have m y  quaotione or cancorru .bout this propomad 
a d v u t i s i n p  campaign, pleas. do not komitata to call M directly. 

W i t h  k m t  r O 9 U d 8 ,  

Sincerely yourn, 

Donald L. Posr lu  
National Ch4L-n 

DNC180-02596 

-.i -. 



October 3, 199s - 
nonorable Miko BUtfy, Chair 

Denvor, co 80303 

COlOr8do -.tic P U t y  
770 arMt St laOt ,  sk. 200 

D a u  BILL.: 

Am diecutamad on todayas coniarenca all, the DMC i a  propoming 

& V e r t i B . P . n t ,  t o  b. nm in th. ~ . n w u  mukatr  attacking the 
Republicam and promoting the Dmocxatio p u t y p m  p a i t i o n  on 
nedioora. A tepa of t h m  propomod advuti8ssl.nt i m  onOl08ad, dong 
w i t h  a copy or ~ch. e i p t .  The M ~ C  uould provida you v i a  e11 ot 
the fund8 naceamuy t o  run the a d v e r t i n w n t e .  It $a up to you 
whothar t o  hava t lm state party spomor the80 a d v u t i s . H n t a .  

I f  thio mats with your approval, tbc advortimoaentm would run 

Chat +hO Colorado D . s o c ~ ~ i C  PB-y m v  8 t 8 1 8 V i S i W  

t h h  W 0 . k .  po8mLbly MgiM&lq 80 e u l y  a0 WOdfIe,.dby. 

Am di8CUar.d, the DMC caypaign d i V i d O n  dl1 b. in t O U c R  W i t h  
your Btaff t o  a n w a r  guomtiom ard provida any additional 
i n f o r u t i o n  nemdod, an$ our C h i d  Iinmncial Q f t i c u  Brad Itarehall 
will bo i n  twcb vith yorv mtafr to d i o ~ m ~  tho mechanlca 02 
panant .  

12 ou have any quu.ntiona oe conoermm a b u t  Uti8 progomad 

W i t h  k B t  raqard8, 

advertis f np campaign, ploame do not hoaitato t o  c a l l  aa dirmctly. 

DNC180-02697 



Oceokr 3, lSS5 - 
Honor~blo Terrio Brady, Chair 
Florida Duoeratie Party 
517 N. Calhoun Iltraet 

Dear Terria: 

TalhhA8Se., a 23201 

As discurnsod on tieday's conierence -11, tho DWC is proposing 

advartisQmnt,  eo bo mm i n  the R i u i - ? t .  laudordale and T.aeo-St. 
licmm and promoting t h  

Democratic Party's posit on the OR Ned -p"b cue. A tape of tho propoaad 
Po+. aurkmte, 

a d v e r t i s u r n t  le  ancloaab, along with A cow er the ecript. The 
DNC would prQVid0 you w i e h  a l l  of the funds nseesmuy eo run Zba 
advertis .wnts.  It  i a  UQ t o  you uhathor to have the state party 
sponacr +heso advertisumnta. 

If this memts with your approval, tho a d v e r t i m ~ n t s  would run 

Am discussed, tho QWC cmpaign divis ion w i l l  lm i n  touch vi- 
your s t a f f  t o  anmwer quomtions and prWid0 m y  additional 
informstion nemdmd, and our chief Financinl o f f i ce r  Bra6 Wer8hall 
w i l l  bo i n  touch with your mtrff to diecum the mechanics OS 
payornt. 

If you bave 4ny que8tions or concenm slbaUt this propomad 
advertising campaign, pleaac do not he8itata t o  c a l l  direct ly .  

W i t h  Wet regard., 

that  -0 Florid8 DuOCratiC P8-y . p o l l u O r  6 t8leViSiOn 

thi8 We&, paESibly BPgiMhg a6 e u l y  UedruEday. 

bincoroly youea, 

3- 
D O M ~ ~  L. ?wlar 
Wationrl Chairam 

DNC180-02698 

. I ... 



Octobar 3, 1995 - 
Doa~ratic Party of Illinois 
~9 nuchandiao mart 
Chicapo, IL 60654 

Boor Gary: 

Aa dircuaa.6 on today*# conferenem -11, tho DNC is propolring 
that tho Illinoia Duoerotic party apolwr a toloviaion 
advortLso~ant, to k nm in tho Pooria, Ilockiord, an& Springfiold- 

D.IAOcPMtiC Partycs position on Medicare. A tap. of the propao.6 
sdvortiauant is enoloa.6, along w i k h  a copy of ma script. Tho 
DNC wwld provido you w i t h  a11 or tho fund. noeaaaary t o  run tho 
advortiauents. It i a  up to you whother to have tho atrto p a e y  
oponaer Moaa adwrtiasmonta. 

If this 8oet. w i t h   YOU^ apprwul, tho admrteSLsuonea vwld run 

As dietuosrd, the DNC campaign biviaion will k in touch with 
your otatf to anwar questions anb provide any additional 
inforration nemdod, and our Chiof ?inancia1 Officer Brad Marshall 
will' bo in touch w i t h  your ataff to &is~uso tho mochanica of 
payment. 

IC ou have m y  queationa mr concerns about thia pr0lwa.d 

HOnQrabl. C . r Y  LPPailh, Chair 

DaCatlU marketa, attac*fng the RapubliC8nB an& PrOmOtiXIg tho . 

this We&, poadbly kgiMing as aarly .(I Wnlnoaday. 

advertis 1 ng campaign, ploaeo do n0t hooitatn to call ne diroely. 

with b0.t regarad., 

fincoraly yowa, 

Donald 3- t .  POWlOr 

NstiOnMl M a i r u n  

DNC180-02599 

.-' ' 
ATRACEWT d_ 
P S a s L Q f L  - 4  



0ctob.t 3, 1991 - 
Honorable Victoria Murphy, Chair 
Xaine Democratic Party 
12 spruce S t r n t  
Augusta, XE 04132-5158 

Dear Victoria: 
Am di8cuss.d on today's confuenoo call, the OMC in propaetnq 

that the mlnc DoMeratlc Party eponaor a ealevi8ion advePti8usnt ,  
to be run i n  tho Portland m MrkOt ,  attacking tho Republicans and 
prosoting the Duocratic Party's posit ion M) Wlcaze. A tope of 

acr ipt .  me DUC uould provide you witb m i x  oe tho fundm neceseary 

@tat8 party apanaor t h m o  advartiseoents. 

the proposed 8 d V e n h ~ O n t  i 8  OX108ed, along W i t h  a Copy Of the 

t o  Nn eho 8dVlUti6eB8nt~.  It 18 Up t0  YOU Whether t o  have the 

If  thin meets uith your approval, the advertieement8 would run 
ai8 WO.*, posaibly bogiMing aa -rly 88 Wes.dneoday. 

A 8  diSCusMd, the DNC Cmpdgn division V U 1  k i n  touch W i t h  
your s t a f f  to answer quostions and provfdo any additional 
intorast ion nsadod, and our Chlet Firuneial  Qificer Brad WmreAall 
w i l l  k in touch with your s t a f f  t o  diSC~88 the mechanics a t  
prymnt. 

I f  you have any queetione or concernm about this proposod 
advertising cupaign, pleas. do not hee i ta te  to call me direct ly .  

With kit r.qarde, 

Sincerely yours, w- 
Donald L. totflu 
nationel nairaan 



:f 
ta 

octohr 3, 1993 - 
Monorabla Nark mover, Chair 
michigm Duecratic Party 
606 Tovn..nd 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Dear Mark: 

A. discussad an today's conforonao call, the io proposing 
that tho nichigm W r a t i c  par+y #pornnor a tolavioion 
advutisoment, to be rum in tha Damit, ?lint-$aginnu, Oreon may- 
Appleton, mb haverae-Cabillmc aaxxeto, attorking tho mepublicam 
and promthq the Democratic Pirr+y*s position on medicare. A tap. 
of tha propod aclvertisoment is oncL&, along vita a copy 02 the 

to run the adlvutisements. It is up to you whother to have the 
mtatm party sponsor thema advsrtiaa80nts. 

If this most8 uitb your approval, the advertL0Mnts would run 
thio YOU, goirsibly baginninq a. oarly as Uodnaeday. 

Ae dircuosod, tho DWC cupalgn divieion will ba in touch vith 
your a t a f t  to anuwsr quoet9oru an8 provide any additional 
information nooded, and our Chi00 Yinancial officar Brad Xarsh8ll 
w i l l  bo in touch vi- yaur otaff to diemdoe tho machmics of 
payment. 

If you have m y  quamtiono or concarno abut thiu propooed 
advertising campaign, plaaso do not hesitate to call me directly. 

W i t h  best roquds. 

script. Tho DNC would provide YOU With el1 Of tha fund. n.C.OEahy 

Sincerely ye~urs, 

Donald t. lowlar 
NatiOMl Chairrun 



0etob.r 3, P99S 

w 
Bonorabla Itark Andraw, Chair 
Uinnamota Duoctatic Party 
352 Wacouta 8tra.t 
st. Paul, rn SS101 

Daw X u k r  

As discusmad on today8s confuonco c a l l ,  tha QNC is proposing 
t h a t  tha ~innosota Duocratio ~ u t y  spanaor a televis ion 
advartiaomant, to ba W in  tha h r l U t h - 8 U P . r i O R  Mnd MinnOapolia-St. 
Paul maxket.8, ottacking tho nepublicaru and promoting the  
Damoctatie P&rty@s pasition on Wodicn?a. A tape of the propcs.6 
a d v o r t i s u m t  i a  mcload, along vitta a aopy of the acr lp t .  The 

advertisomants. It is up t o  you whothor to havo tho a t a t e  porty 
sponsor thsao advert i .aunto.  

I t  this maeta with your approval, ths a d v a r t i s u r n t a  would run 
t h i s  veak, poasibly boginning a8 early aa Wedmenday. 

A. dimcusswl, eha DNC C-im diviSion W i l l  bo in touch with 
your staff t o  answer quastioau ond prcvido any P d d i t i O M l  
information nodo& and our chief Pinsncial o f f i eo r  Wad Marahall 
will ba i n  touch w i t h  your staff to Qiscuas tho moehanics of 
p a p s n t  . 

If you b v a  m y  quostions o r  ConcerN about thio proposed 
advartiainq C&rp.ign, pl.ASe do not h.aita?.S t o  -11 80 direct ly .  

With boot ragards, 

DNS Would provide YOU W i t h  a l l  O i  the fund. nacamsuy t o  rUn tho 

/- 
D O M l d  1. P0Wl.r 
National Shairun 
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Qctokr 3, %BO5 - 
ROnOrJble w i t h  H O P ,  chaio 
Nmw York Dasscrutir Party 
60 East 4 1  Itrmmt, Suit. 1819 
Nev York, WY 10165 

O..r Judith: 

A. diScUS8d on todeyve cemtarmea fall, tFm DNC 9s p l a ~ i n g  
to run tolavision advmrtimmmenta in NW Y O P ~ ,  i n  tho Butlington, 
Elsira, ISyraeume, Utiea and Watertovn sarkaes, a t t .a in9  the 
RepublieaM and promoting the M r a t i e  Party's peeition on 
Wmdicare. A tap. of t h ~  prop0s.d aflvertiurent i n  enclomed, along 
with a aopy of tho mcript. T8a w e  vi11 bm paying lor ehmme 
adVOrtiSemeflt8 and the ad8 rill run undu our diBelaimmr (mPrid tor 
by t h m  Danocratic National connittwa). 

If this memtm w i t h  your approval, the advePtimmment8 vould run 
this v.rlr, poesibly bmqinning as early  a6 Wednmaday. 

A8 dircumswl, t h m  DMC uppaiqn diviaion vi11 bc in touch with 
your mtaCf to  a n a w m r  quastlonm and pPovids any BdditiOn.1 
infonution nod&. 

Sf you have any qumstion8 or concmrnm about th is  propoad 
advartisiRg campaign, plaasm do not hamitate to call mm directly. 

w i t h  k a t  rmgards, 

Donald L. FBvlmr 
National Chairman 

DNCl80-02603 

- 0 o . f  -1  . 



0ctob.t 3, 199s - 
Honorable John 5ullivan 
1 4  E. Bridgo Stroot  

Daar John: 

As dimussod on today's confuonee call, the DUC i n  plannin9 
t o  run te lovir ion O d V O r t ~ 8 ~ t B  i n  UBV York, i n  the burlington, 
E l B i r b ,  syracwa, mica and Watertown w k a t s ,  at tacking the  
Republican8 and promoting tho Duwr.tic Qnrty's posit ion on 
Xedicrro. A tap. of ebo proposed advrrtinmwnt is o n o l o ~ d ,  along 
w i t h  a copy ef +he u r i p t .  The Dwc will k paying 2or them 
advartimo8ente and the ads w i l l  run uader w disclaimer (Vaid fo r  

O W O q O ,  m 10165 

by th. D ~ B O C t a t i C  national ColIIitteen). 

I2 t h i s  U O t 8  w i t h  your approVal, the adVe*i88SantS would N n  
t h i a  wok, wsaibly beginninq as u r l y  00 wahesday. 

your a t a i l  t o  mswer quoationa and provids any additional 
information nedod. 

If you hovo any questioru or concerns about this proposed 
advertisinq campaign, ploaso do not hmieote  t o  call me dirmctly. 

Am dioCUes.d, the DHC Cmp4lgn division W i l l  b0 i n  touch W i t h  

W i t h  k a t  regards, 

sincerely yours, 

Donald 3 L F A - -  L. Fouler 

National m a i m a n  

DNC180-02604 AZTACUCHT~Y 
FMzLlLeL 
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October a,  100s 

w 
Honorable David J .  Lelurd,  Chair 
Ohio Domccratic Party 
37 West Broad Street ,  Suite  4 3 0  
c o i w u s ,  on 4321s 

Daar David: 

As discuesod on today'. conference -11, the 0% is props in$  
tha t  the Ohio Duocra t ic  Party sponeor 8 te levicion advertio~8ant, 
t o  k run i n  the Clavrland and Toledo ~ a r k e t e ,  aetaeking th. 
Rmpubliane and promoting the Cmmeratic Parfy's poaition on 
nedlicaro. A tap. of tho propomd a d v a r t l s ~ e n t  i s  encloseB, alonq 
vith a copy of the ecr ip t .  The DMC would p r w i d e  you W i t h  a11 Of 
the  funds nQCaO8a- t o  W eh@ adverti8.P.nbs. X t  i8 Up t o  YOU 
vhethu t o  hAV0 M e  s t a t e  party sponaor then advertismente.  

If this 8 O @ t S  with your approval, the advertio.nents would run 
this week, possibly beqinning as ear ly  as Watnooday. 

As discussed, the DMC campiqn divimion w i l l  k in touch W i t h  
your s t a f f  t o  answer queetions and provide any addi t ional  
information needed, and our Chief Financial Officar Orad Marshall 
w i l l  be i n  touch with your mtaii t o  diacums the mechanics Of 
payment. 

If  you have any questions or concerns about this ptopos.6 
advertising cmmpaiqn, plea80 de not hm8itate t o  call  u di rac t ly .  ' 

With bast regards. 

Sincerely youra, 

Donald 3)- L. P-AU 

Hatianal Chairrun 



II 
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Octo& 1, 1995 - 
Xiesouri Duocratic Party 
419 Eaet Riqh Stroot 
Jeffermon City, XO 65101 

HOnOrabh Joe e A n i c h . 8 1 ,  Chair' 

Dear JOO: 

A8 discusme6 on today's confuonce call, the DNC ie propoeinq 
that the ~~ieeouri Duoeratic party mponeor a tolevloion 
advertloenont, to bo rim in the Colwbia-Jeftuaon City urb St. 
Louis narketa, attacking e b m  Ropublieami and promoting the 
Damcratic Party'. poaition on Wdieue. A top. of tho propamsa 
advertimement la encloed, alomq vith a copy of tho acript. Tho 
DNC would provido y w  w i t h  e11 of tho fund. nrcemsary to run tho 
advertimementa. It is up to you vhethar to have tho atate party 
egonaor theme advertieuonts. 

this week, possibly brginning a. early as Wodmodey. 

your staff to anaver questions and proviala any additional 
information meodd, and our Chiaf ?inancia1 otf6cer Bred Marohall 
will be in touch vith your staff to dimcusm tho mochenia of 

If ou have any queetionm or conccrnm about thin prOpo#Ed 
advertielng cupaign, pleas. do not heaitate to cell me directly. 

W i t h  k a t  regards, 

If thi8 Mot@ W i t h  your approval, the advartiseamn?a Would Nn 

AB di8cu.o.d. tho DIW campaign divioion V i 1 1  be fn touch With 

PAPEnt. 

Sincerely youra, 

Dona16 L. ?ovlar 
National Chairun 

DNC180-02606 

' I .  J ~ 



0ctob.r 3, 1995 



ocfobar 3, 1995 

v 
Honorable Rfchud Jauo,  a i r  
modo rmland Democratic P u t y  
100 Cottage S t r ee t  
Pawtuckat,  bod de Imland 02160 

mar RieharO: 
Aa diwuooad on todry'. conforance call8 ohr DWC ia  pluUring 

to run tolaviaion advartismmnta in Rbab. Islonb, in the Providence 

Party'. posit ion on nodlaare. A Upa of WaQ propomd adverki8mmurt 
i a  encloomd, aaonp with 8 copy or the .eript. me CMC ui l1  bo 
paying f o r  these adver t iwentm end the e40 w i k l  run undor our 
d i o c l a l u r  ("Paid fo r  by the Darocratic NathM1 C o l l a i t t ~ e ~ ) .  

If this meets w i t h  pur approval,, the advorti .arentr  would run 
+him v e e ,  pooeibly bmqinninp am aarly am Wedmomday. 

A. discus0.d. the DNC v i q n  divimion will be in tcauch with 
your m+.f f  t o  anowor quereloru a d  QrOVidO any additional 
i n f o r u t i o n  no0d.d. 

If w ham any quootione or concorm about th is  propored 

With boot rogudm, 

a u k a t ,  at+.cLhg the ROpUbliWs Wtd prwting the Da8ocratiC 

advartia r n9 wpaipn,  pleaoo do not hemitate t o  calL no dirootly. 

Sincerely your., 

Donald 3- L. Fowlor 
national Chairman 
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0CtOb.P 3, 1995 

v 
Uonorabl8 Hark SO8tU&Qhr Chair 
Wisconsin Duocratic Party 
Wadison, U I  53703 

D8ar Hark: 

A8 diPWE8.d on tczd8y08 conforonca all, M8 DNC i 8  propo8ing 
that the Wisconnin maocratic Party o p o l w r  tolavirion 
advorti8uont. to Lu run in tha Xadinon and llIusuka8 marX8t8, 
attacking th8 Rapublicann and promoting tba Duocreeie Partyn6 
position on Uodicaza. A tap. of t h m  progomod advartiso~ont i o  
8nclorbd, along w i t h  a copy of thm acript. The DNC would provida 
you w i t h  ala of tho funds nosoaoary to run the adwrthb~nt8. It 

222 Stat8 -@8t, st.. 400 

i P  Up bo YOU vh8th.r to haw. the &Et0 p8eY 8poMOX tho88 
8dVu'tiSaMnt8. 

If th io  mo8tn w i t h  your approval, th8 advarti8.p.nta vmld run 
thin weak, poamibly bcpiMiJlq 0s marly U WEdn88day. 

A 8  biSCU8&, +ha DMC C U Q 8 i p  division Vfll k in tOrpcb With 
YOU? to 8n8VUC guUItionS ud provid8 any odditionel 

Will, b. in touch C r i t h  yoUr E t O f f  tO di8CU.e th8 a 8 C h ~ n ~ a  ef 
inforrution nmdod, and our Chlaf Financial Offiaar Brad Uarshall 

payment. 

advartis&q Wnp.fw, pl8488 do not haoitat8 to Gall 1). dir8ctly. 
If ou h a m  8ny quostionn or conc8rna about a i m  prOpo98d 

w i t h  bent regard., 

Sinc8raly youre, 

Donald L. Towlar 
National Chai-n 



. 

Via O v d a h t  D e w  

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Denrocratic Party sponsor 
a new television advertisement to be run in the Orlando, 
Tallahassee, Panama City, Jacksonvilla, Ft. Myers and Tampa-St. 
Pete markets, in place of the two spots currently running for this 
week's Buy. The advertisement, entitled "No*, highlights the 
efforts of Majority Leader Bob Dole to oppose the President's 
proposals for a balanced budget, welfare reform and tax relief for 
working families, and the assault weapons ban. A tape of the 
advertisement is enclosed. A copy et the script has previously 
been taxed to you. 

This advertisement would be run with the funds you have 
already sent to the media firm for this weekls buy. 

If this meets with your approval, the advertisement would run 
starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday, March 30. 

The DNC campaign and communication, divisions are available to 
ansaer questions. 

If you have any quastions or  concerns about this proposed 
advertising campaign, please do not hesitate to call me directly. 

With best ragards, 

Simcercly ye'irs, 

Donald L. Fowler 
National Chairman 

Enc lOSurQs 





April 12, 1996 

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrfe: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new television advertisement to be run in the Tallahassee and 
Tampa-St. Pete markets, in place of the spat currently running. 
The advartiaement, cntitlad wSuppcwt+", responds to the RNC's 
current ad attacking the President and Democrats for opposing the 
Republican tax plan, and points out that it is the President and 
the Democrats who are proposing tax credits for families with 
children and tax cuts for working farailieo as part o f  a budget plan 
that preserves Medicare, protects tha environment, help5 with 
collage tuition and saves anti-drug programs. A tap@ of the 
advertisement is enclosed. A capy of the script has previously 
been faxed to you. 

The ad currently running, i8N0i0 , will continua to run in the 
Panama City, Orlando, Jacksonville, and Pt. Myers markets. 

These advertisements would be run 'Ilith the funds you have been 
asked to wire to the media firm. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Satrilrday April 13. 

The DNC campaign and communication aivrsions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Ofcourse, if you 
have any quartions or concorns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

W 

Christopher J. Dodd 
General- Chair 

Sincerely yours, 
\ 

i ) P  
Do6& E. Fowler 
National Chair 

Enclosures 



Pppol(rxc: 202-863-8800 IFAX: 202-488-5625 



, Honorable A r t  T e r m s ,  Chair 
California D . r o c r . t i c  Party 
8440 Surra Honiaa Blvd .  
Lo. AnqelU, CA 90069 

DaaT A r t :  

Tha D)oc is proposing that the California ouocretic P a r t y  
sponsor a new talevis ion advertisam8nt t o  be run in the Ban Diego, 
Chico-Wding, 8acrasento-stoclrton, and Santa Barbara markate, in 
plaee of the spot  currsnt ly  running. Ths advmrtisammnt, en t i t l ed  
%apportan, r8SpOndS t o  the RnC'ig c u r a n t  8d attacking the  
Presidmt and Omoarate for opposi~U; the R e p u b l i u n  t ax  plan, and 
points out that it is the President and the Democrats who a re  
propoainq tax c red i t s  f o r  f8milios rrith children and tax E U t E  for 
working f a m i l i e n  8s part of a budget plan that p r u u v u p  Modicara, 
proteeta the environnant, helps vi'- collmga t u i t i o n  and saves 
anti-drug program8. A tape of the adverti8mant is mcloaed. A 
copy of tho s c r i p t  has previously htmn faxmd t o  you. 

There advertiaemants would bo run with the funds you have been 
asked t o  wire to the media firm. 

If this meeta vith your approval, the nm advertisamant would 
' run starting as marly aa tomorxou, !)lrturday A p r i l  13. 

The. DNC campaign 8nd co-icaeion divisfon8 are available t o  
answer any que8tioru you o r  your staff may have. OiCQUr~s, if you 
have any questioha or concern8 &wt this propoud advee is inq  

. 

CaaRaiqn, PlSuO do not hU1t.t. t o  all U 8  dire6tlyy. 

Gena 
wodld f .  Fowler -s 

. - ~  _=.._ r J. Dodd 
ma1 Chair lNafiOn8l Chair 

Enc1osur.s 

DNC068-01669 



Dnnald 1. Fouler. Sulinrid Chnrr Christopher J. Dcdd. ( & I M I ~  Clrrrri 

A p r i l  12, 1996 

- . .  . f C  .. 
' . .  .. '. . . .  : . . 

. . .  , .  . ..... 
'. . _. t i o n & d a  - T u d e  dredy, chair * . . 

P$ori& Dameratic P u t y  
5x7 n. Calhoun strut 
Tallahamsom, PL 232pl 

Dear Terrio: 

Tho DWC is proposing t h a t  the PZoriPa Damocratic P u t y  sponsor 
a nmv tmlevi8ion advrrtisement e0 b. in the Tallahassme .and 
Tampa-St. Pato markats, in place of the spot currently running. 
The advort i8uant ,  en t i t l ed  "Supports*, rugond8 t o  tho RNC's 
current ad attaeking the  President and Demfxaf .  fo r  opposing t h e  
Ropublican ta% plan, and points out that it is tho p r u i d e n t  end 
t h e  D O t S O C r 8 t S  vho a re  pPOlpOSing tax credits for  families v i th  
childron and t ax  cuts  for  working fasflio8 8s p u t  of a budget plan 
t h a t  prarerves Medicare, protocts tho environnent, help:, with 
collego t u i t i o n  and save8 anti-bkug proqrPro. A tape of the  
advei+iaement is mncloaed. A copy o f  the  s c r i p t  ham previously 
been taxed t o  you. 

. The ad currently running,. *Noar, w i l l  continue t o  run in the 
Panama City, Orlando, Jacksonvillo, and Ft. &lye6 markets. 

These advertismmonte vould bm r m v i t h t h e  funds you havo been 
asked to  vir. t o  tho madia firm. 

If  chi8 ..et. vith your approval, tho new advertiamant vould 
run s t a r t i ng  as marly a s  Coaorrov, S4turb.y April 13. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions axe available t o  
answer any quaations you o r  your s t a f f  m y  have. O f  course. if you 
h a v e  any qrustions o r  concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, p l u s e  do not hasi ta to  tQ call us diract ly .  

G U I ~ ~ P -  chair Nationa1 Chair 

Enclosuru 

DNC068-01670 



. .  ngril l a ,  1996 - . .  
xonord10 nieha.1 eotorson, &air 

. IOU8 DaaOGruic Party. 
* 131 q s t  Locust - 

084, 8 f O h U .  so309 .. 
Doar Wiko: 

n o  DMC is proposing that ma X& Duocpatic party sponsor a 
n w  twlovision advert isownt  to k run in ths Daa Xoinbs markat in 
placo oftho spot current ly  Punning. Tho advortiamont, ont i t lad  
"SUppokt.*, rOSponbS to tho MC.8 CUrEUtt  ad att8eking the 
Prosidont and Democrats for  opposimp tha %publican eaY plan, and 
points out  that it is tho Pramidant and t ha  Darecrat.8 who a re  
proposing t 8 x  credits fo r  fami lha  with children and tax cu ts  f o r  
working familios as part of a budgmlt p lur  that grosorvoo Modirara, 
protocto the onvironm~nt, helpr with oolleps tu i t i on  and saves 
anti-druq p r o q r w .  A tape of tha edvartisanmnt is enclosod. A 
copy of tho ssript.haa previously tmon faxed t o  you. 

Tho ad currontly running, ?No1*, vi11 continua t o  run i n  t h e  
Cad8r Rapids, DaVbnport, Sioux City and Rcchmor-Mason C i t y  
markots . 

Theob advutis.n.nto would bo 'run w i t h  tkm fund. you havo bran 
askad t o  wire t o  tho aedia firm. 

If this 8-t. with your approval, tho new advortfsaaent would 
run s t a r t i ng  as aar ly as tomorrow, Saturday A p r i l  13. 

Tho DNC ca8paign and corauniaition divimions 81. available t o  
answar any Qwstioiu you nr  your s t a i i  vlry bve .  O f a p l l l C D . ,  i f  you 
hew. any quretiona or concarno about this propwod advartioing 
Campaign, QlurC de n o t  hOSltatb t . D  C a l l  U8 dlract ly .  

Sinceroly yours, 

Gan.r.1 choir NatiQWl Chair 

L 

DNCQ68-01671 
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tu 

.. April y, 1996 
. .. 

.. . .  
.. 

i i e n o r d e  Bob m g e . ,  chair 
Xsntucky Damcratio Party . 
rrurkiort. xx &b2 , .  

Our Bob: 

The lMlC is proposing . tha t  the Ilontueliy D m w c r a t i C  Party 
sponsor a MW te levis ion advertisemant to bo bun i n  the Evansvilia 
and Paduc8h -kats, i n  place of the spot currmtAy running. The 
advut isaaent ,  en t i t l ed  mSuppoiTt.m, rumponds to tbe RwC's current 
ad attacking +ho Prsaident and l9oIoEIats 20r .opposing +ha 
Rspublican t a x  plan, and points out that it is the P r u f d r n t  and 
tho W o e r a t s  who arm proposing tax credits for families w i t t i  
childran and tax  cu ts  Pot working f.rl1i.a as part o i  a budget p h n  
t h a t  prosorues Uadicare, protscfm tbe anvironmmt, helps w i t h  
college t u i t i o n  and saves anti-- pi--. A taw oP the 

bean faxed t o  you. 

Louisvil le and Luington markets. 

asked t o  vir. t o  M a  mdia fin. 

.. 
' P.O..'r)oX 694 

adVOrthrOl%t is anelosad. A COW OF t he  m e f p t  haa pravioumly 

The ad cuxrentty running, "Nomr will continue to run in the 

*em a d v e r t i s e ~ n t a  would fi. a m  with the funds you hava bacn 

If this meats w i t h  your approval, the naw odvrrtfeamnt would 
tun s t a r t i n g  an masly as topormu. Saturday mil 13. 

T& DNC umpaipn and comnunication divimionm arm available to 
answer any questionm you or your staff may have. Of cowme, i f  you 
hava any quemtionm or  concerns about this propesod astvartioing 
campdgn. pleaom ds not hanitat. ta a l l  us dimctly. 

sincerely yours, 

QOl1816 D- L. F W l U  
-era1 Chair National Choir 

DNC068-01812 



April 12, 1996 

.. 
Honorable Victoria #urphy, Chair 
Maine D u o a a t i c  Party 
11 .spruce street . 
~ u g u ~ t a ,  rn 04332-5z5a 

Dau Victori?: 

Th8 DN6 is propoaing tha t  t h ~  lhine Democratic Party spcmsor 
a new ta lavir ion a d v e r t i s a ~ n t  eo ba run in the Portland narkat, i n  
placm of the spot currently runninq. The advertisecrsnt, e n t i t l e d  
*Supportam, responds t o  the RNC0s current ad attacking the 
President and Democrats for  opposing tha Republican tar plan, and 
points out t h a t  it i s  t he  President and the Democrats who a re  
proposing tax  Credit6 fo r  famillea with children and Car cuts  for  
working f m i l i e a  as par t  of a budgot plan that prucrves Medicare, 
protects the anvironmmnt, help. with college t u i t i o n  and saves 
anti-drug programs. A t , ~ p o  of the advertisement i8 Mcloaad. A 
copy of the s c r i p t  has praviously bean faxed t o  you. 

The ad currently running, "No", w i l l  continua to run i n  the 
Bangor and PrSsgu~ Isle markets. 

These advartisemente vould ba run with tho funds you have bean 
askad ta  vir. t o  the media firm. 

If this meets vith your approval, the new 6dV&heZI8?t t  uould 
run s t a r t i ng  aa ear ly  as tomorrow, Saturday A p r i l  13. 

The DNC campaign and communication diviefons a m  available to 
answer any questions you or your staff m y  hava. OffOU1se, if you 
hava any quastions or concerns .bcut this proposed advertising 
Camp8ign. p1.p- do not hes i ta ta  t o  call us direct ly .  

sincerely yours, 

National chair 

Enclosures 

I 

DNC068-01673 
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xonodlo Mark &mr, Chair 
xi0hiq.n D.ioOroti0 Party 

Linsing,. la 48933 
.e06 TonUaad 

War Mark8 

'Phe DHC is proposing that tha niehiqam D a m e r a t i c  Party 
sponsor a new ta lavis ion advortisslunt t o  bm zun i n  the Detroit  and 
Lansing m a r k e t m ,  i n  place oltho .pot current ly  running. Tho 
advutisememt, antitlod aSupportsm, reapondo t o  tha mCDs curront 
ad attacking the Premidont and Demoorot~ for opposing tho 
Republican tax plan, and pointo out that it is the President and 
tha D o ~ ~ c r a t s  who aro proposing t a x  erodit. for f a a i l i a s  w i t b  
s h i l d r o n  and tax  cu ts  f o r  wrking  familie. M par t  02 a budget plan 
that proervos Medicare, protocts the onvironaent. helps w i t h  
college t u i t i o n  and mavem anti-drug program. A tape of the 

!men faxad t o  you. 

The ad mr ren t ly  punninp, 'Ifon, w i l l  continua to run im thm 
Fl in t ,  Travuaa City and Grand %pi& markets. 

Those adverkiseunts would bo run with the iunQs you havo boon 
asked t o  wire t o  the amdim firm 

If this meets with your approval, the mow advertisement would 
run s t a r t i ng  as e u l y  as tomorrow, Saturday mril 13. 

The QHC c q i q m  and conmumication divisionm are available to 
anawer amy quatioma you or your stalf nay have. oicounlo, if you 
have any q u u t i o r u ' o r  cormorno a b +  thim proposed arlvertisinq 
campaign, pleam 60 not hesitate t o  ca l l  us directly. 

adV&h.la.nt is UtClOSCd.  A COPY Of +he Script has p@ViOUSly 

s incuely  yews, 

National a i r  

DNC068-01674 



. -. ~~ ~~ 

Dunald L Fiiblcr. SnuowaI Chnir ChrianrphnJ. a d d .  f m i r d  f:/mn 

April 12, 1996 

-. . .  
*- 

. . .  Wonoroblm Jan hnkins ,  Chair .1 

Nova& -eratic ?arty . 
a785 Eut Sahra AV~JIUO, Suits 4-96 
U S  v.cJ.8. 89104 . .  
D o u  hn: 

Tho DNC is propasing M a t  Me  Mmda Dworatic Patty sponsor 
a new tmlovision advo~tisema~bt to bo run in tha Lao Vogas market, 
in placo of Me spot currently running. Tha i%dvueiSolp.nt, 
entit1.d nSuppottsm, rasponds to tbo RUC's current ad attacking tho 
PPOMidQnt and D.IMGr8ts tor opposing tha Ropnblicu, tax  plan, and 
points aut that it i 8  tho ?rosid.nt .nB tho Democrat8 who are 
proposing tax oredit. for familiae vita childran and tax cuts for 
working Eamilios aa part of a bud9rf pPcn that prosoeves Wodfcare, 
protocts the onvironmont, holps with collogo tuition and raves 
anti-drug programs. A tap. ot tho adwortiumant is anelosed. A 
copy of tho script has pravlously beon faxed to you. 

Tho ad cu41ontly running, "Noa, will continuo to run in the 
Rono markot. 

Tho- advartisouents would bo M vitb the funds you have boon 
a s k d  to w i r o  to tho media firm. 

If fhls moots w i t h  your approval, the nov advattis.aurt would 
run startifag as ouly as tomorrow, Saturday april 13. 

Tho DNC campaign and coraunication divisions aro avail8ble to 
answor any quaseions you OP your staff may hav0. O ~ C O U I ~ O ,  if you 
haw any quostions or concuns about thie pzopommd.advortisincJ 

U do not hesitat. to -11 U8 diroctly. 

Sinsoroly yoursa 

Dona14 3- L. Fovlor 
G a a u a l  Chair  WatiOM1 a h  

DNC068-01675 
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- 
Bonorablo David J .  bland, Chair 
Ohio Democratic Party 

, 37 #ut Broad'Streat, Suit0 630 
Columbus, OB '63213 

Daar Q8Vid: 

Tha W C  is proposing that tho Ohio Dwocratia Party sponsor a 
n w  trlovision advortiso~nt to bo run in the C~wolandnarko~,  in 
place of tha spot currontly running. The adverti...pne, entitled 
"Support6', rosponda to the RNWa currant ad attacking the 
Presidont and Duocratn  for opp08in9 tRe Republican +ax plan, and 
points out that  it is the Proaidant and tho Qomocrats who are 
proponinq tax credit. for families with cU18r.n and tax cuts for 
working familia. as part or a budget plan that presarvae medicara, 
pmtects the mnviromor\t, halpa w i t h  aollogo tuition and saves 
anti-drug programs. A tape of the advartisemant is onclosed. A 
copy of tho atript ha8 previausly b%m taxed %D you. 

Th. ad currently running, "NO", vill oontinuo to run in the  
Tolodo, Cincinnati, Dayton and Youngstom aukots .  

Theso advorti~omonts would be run w i e h  th. funQe you hnve been 
askod to vir0 to +ha modi8 firm. 

If t h i n  meof. with your approval, UI0 now adverti6uont would 
run mrarting as early u tomorrow, Saturday April 13. 

The ONC camp8ipn and conmmication divisiene a m  available to 
answrr any rp~aut i~ns  you or your staff MY hava. O f c m r a a ,  ityou 
havo any questions or conc.fns abaut this peoposad advsrtising 
campaim, Blear. do not hesitate to c a l l  ua direo+ly. - 

Sincerely yews, 

Donald 3- L. FWler 

Ganaral Cbah National Chair 

Enclorurae 

- 
DNC068-01676 
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'April 11, 1996 

. : - 
Honorable iiarguat Carter, Chair 
oregon Damcrmtic Party . 
711 S.H. A l d u  1306 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dear Jam: 

rnm DNC is p r o p i n g  that the orylon Duokatic Party sponsor' 
a new televipion advutisoment t o  ha run in tho Portland -kat, i n  
place of the spot currently running. The adnrt isement ,  M t i t l B d  
usupport@, responds to the RNC'8 currunt ad attacking the 
President  and Damocrate for  opposing the Republican t ax  plan, and 
points out that it is the PreBidmnt and tho Democrats who are 
propodng t ax  credits for familiea with children and tax cuts fo r  
working families am par t  of a budget plan that preserves Uedicsre, 
protectm the anvironmnt, helps with collegta tu i t i on  and saves 
anti-drug progrzam. A t a m  of the  advertimment is anclosed. A 
copy of the s c r i p t  ham previously been faxed t o  you. 

Tho ad currently running, *NO*, w i l l  continue to pun i n  the 
Hodford and Bupeno market.. 

Thase advertisemant6 w0ulQ a run vbtb the fwd6 you have been 
aekad fo wise.to the mdia firm. 

It thio meat@ w i t h  your qaproval, the new aQvutioooant would 
run mtarting ae ear ly 8a1 tomorrow. Satw&y April 13. 

Tho DUC campaiqn and communicatibn divioiens are nvaila8le t o  
anaver any qpaationa you o r  your staff MY haw. OtCOUL68, i f y w  
have any qu.ation8 0r concern. aboue thio propoSOd advertising 

e do not  hemitate t o  call urn d i r e l y .  

Sincerely your., 

QriotcpbuJ. Dodd 
Ornu01 Chair HatfQmIl Chair 



. .  

Honorable B i l l  mita, Chair 
Tams Damaafic P u t y  
815 araoos 

Daar B i l l :  

-io, TX fa701 . 

m a  BNC is runnimp a naw telavisdon advartimemont the Baaumont 
markat, undu our own diaclaimu. Tha odvartioammt, antitled 
usuppor ts~ ,  ramponda to the RWC*s cuprant ad attacking tha 
Prasidont and Damocrats for  opposing the Raprblian tax plan, and 
point. out that  it i o  tho PrO8idanf and the Duaocratm who are 
propoainp t ax  c rad i t s  for faui1i.o w i t h  children and tax cuts  tor 
working tamilia. as p a r t  of a budgat plan that  prasanns Madicara, 
protacta tho anviromant, halpa with colloga t u i t i o n  and aavas 
a n t i d r u g  program.. A tape of tha advart isamnt  io ancloaod. A 
copy of tha s a i p t  has previoualy h e n  daxad t o  you. 

Tho DNC canpaipn and communication diviaiens u a  availabla t o  
answar any q u u t i o r u  you or your Btaff MY ha-. O i u n u s m ,  if you 
have any quastions o r  concernm about this propooad advortisinp 

do not haa i ta t s  to call urn dkoc t ly .  

Sin woly yourso. 5- 
Donald L. Poular 

Ganaral C h a i r  N@tional Chair 

Bncloauru 



1 ... 

- 
flonorabls Paul Barundt, Chair 
PO* oreice BOX 4 0 a ~  . 
Saattlo, WA 98101 

Dear Piul: 

ma DNC ia propoainq that ths wauungon D.docratiC party 
sponnor a now tolaviaion advutia.aont to h M iR ths Seatth 
markat, in place of tha $pot cuerontly running. "he a&vorti6emant, 
o n t i t l e d  *Supports", responds to the RNC'o currant ad attacking tJm 
Prasidant and OIBU)Creta for Opposing we Republican tax plan, and 
point. out that it is tha Pranident and the DOmOCrat6 who are 
proposing tw cradits for familiou w i t h  chilbren and tax  cuts for 
working familia. a# part of a budgat plan that preaorvoa Hedicere, 
protects the environment, help6 with collage tuition and savas 
anti-drug programs. A tap. of tho advsrtisomant is enclosad. A 
copy of tha script has previously &on faxod to you. 

The ad currently running, *No*, will continue to run in the 
Spokane and Vakilu markatm. 

Thase advartiaomsnto would ba run with the funds you hava baen 

11 thia maeta W i t h  your approval, tho naw advortisammt would 

The DNC campaign and c m i c a t i o n  diviaioae am available t o .  

arkad to vir. to *e M d h  fim. 

run starting .a early as tomorrow, Saturtlay April 13. 

ansuor any guaatioru you or your ataff MY havs. O f  course, i f  you 
have any quantiona or concamo about this propos.6 advertising 
campaiqn, p a do not hasiteta to call ua diractly. 

' .  

A *  

sincoraly your#, - 

DNC068-01679 



April 12, 1996 . .  

Honorable Mark SostaricR; Chair .. 
wibconmin Democratic Party 
222 state seeat. ste.. 400 . . ._ 

Dear Hark: 

MadiSOn, WX 55703 

The DNC is proposing that the Wisconsin D.aocratlc Party 
sponsor a new televis ion advas t i s aun t  to  be run in the  Madison 
market, i n  place of t he  spot  currently running. The advertisement, 
en t i t l ed  "Supportn@, raaponds to the  RNC's n u r e n t  ad attacking the  
Preaidmt and Democrats fo r  opposing the Republican tax plan, and 
points out t h a t  it is the Prmsident and the Democrats who are 
proposing tax  credits for families with children and tax cu ts  Lor 
working famfliea as par t  of a budget pl rn  t h a t  p r ~ o r v e s  Medicare, 
protects tho environment, helps w i t h  co9lsqo tu i t i on  and saves 
anti-drug program. A tap. of the advertis.ar.nt is enslosad, A 
copy at t he  s c r i p t  has previously been faxed to  you. 

Tho ad currently running, "Noa, w i l l  continuo to. run  in tha 
Green Bay, Milwaukee, LaCrossa nnd WausaU marXmt5. 

rnema advu t inemnt r  would bo run V i t R  the funds you havo been 
arkad t o  w i r e  t o  the modi8 firm. 

If this nes ts  with your approval. the naw advertieement vould 
run s t a r t i ng  an u r l y  as tomorrow, Saturday April 13.. 

Tho DNC campaign and communication divis ions are avai lable  t o  
answer any question# you or  your s t a f t  may havo. Of courss, if YOU 
have my questions or concerxm a b u t  t b i e  proponed advertising 
campaf 00 do not hesitate to call us  diract ly .  

W requdo,  
S i  coraly yours, \ 

Donald L. Fowler 
G.nOr81 chair N a f i O M l  Chair 

DNC06841680 



April 19, 1996 

Via Overniaht Del ivcrv 

Honorable Tetria Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N .  Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new television advertisement to be t u  in the Orlando, Panama 
City, Jacksonville and Fort Myers markete. The advsrtisaEszt, 
entitled Vhotooi, highlights the opposition of Speaker Cingrich and 
Majority Leader Dole to the Brady bill that the President got 
passed, and calls for resisting the current efforts of Ginqrich and 
Dole to repeal the provisions 02 the PresidentOs crim plan fcr 
100,000 new police and for strengthening achooP anti-drug programs. 
A tape of the advertisement is enclosed. A copy of the script has 
previously been faxed to you. 

The ads currently running, * I N o * I  and nSupports*w, will continue 
to run in the Tampa-St. Pete and Tallahassee markets. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 20. 

The DNC campaign and communication Bivisianr are available to 
answer any questions you or your star2 may have. OF course, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
cainpaign, please do not hesitate to call me directly. 

W i t h  best rcqards, 

Enclosures 

Dona I/ d L. Fowler 
National Chair 

013739 



April 26, 1996 

yia 0v-t 0Uae.r~ 
Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N .  Calhoun street 
Tallaha6see, PL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party 
substitute, for the advertisement currently running entitled 
"Photo, a new advertisement entitled "8aCkgKoUnd. l1 The new 
advertisemant includes certain language changes reflecting the 
impact of the Fiscal 1996 budget agreement. and continues to call 
for support for the President's proposals for fighting crime and 
helping SChoQlS in the face of opposition by the Republican 
leadership in the Congress. A tape of the adwertisement is 
enclosed. A copy of the script has previously been faxed to you. 

The new advertisement would run in the same markets in which 
"Photo1* is currently running. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement woula 
run starting as early as tomorrowt Saturday April 27. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Qfcourse, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards. 
Sincerely yours, 

b b-- 
Christopher J. Dodd Donald L. Fowler 
General Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 
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May 3, 1996 

Via Overnight Delivery 

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new advertisement, entitled “Finish.” The advertisement 
highlights the fact that the President’s budget priorities were 
protected in the 1996 budget because the President stood firm, 
despite opposition from the Republican leadersnip, and calls for 
support fo r  the PresidentOs 7-year balanced budget plan. The §pot 
would run in the Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City, Tampa-St. Pete, 
Jacksonville and Ft. Myers markets. A tape of the advertisement is 
enclosed. A copy of the script has previously been faxed tu you. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early as tomarrow, Saturday May 4 .  

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of‘ course, if 
you have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, plesse do not hesitate to call us directly. . .  

best regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

>1-- 
Chr . Dodd Donald L. Fowler 
General Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 



May 21, 1996 

Via Ov- 

Honorable Terria Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, PL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

Tha DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new advertisement, entitled "Same.* The advertisement highlights 
the fact that the President's budget priorities ware protected in 
the 1996 budget because the President stood f i n ,  dospite 
oppositisn from the Republican leadership, criticizes the latest 
Republican budget plan and calls for Congressional action on the 
Presidentls plan. The spot would run in the Jaclrsonville, Ft. 
Myers, Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City and Tampa-St. Pete? 
markets. A copy of the 
script has previously been faxed to you. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting aa early as tomorrow, Wednesday May 22. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, 6fyOU 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

A tape of the advertisement is enclosed. 

- 

best regards, 

8 
Ch J. Dodd 
General- Chair 

Sincerely yours, - 
Donald I)Ip-v L. Fowler 
National Chair 

Enclosures 



May 31, 1996 - 
Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, PL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Flotida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new advertisement, entitled The advertisement calls 
attention to the opposib-ion o f  Republican laadere to the 
Preaidentlr legislative accomplishments reflecting our national 
valueo; highlights the fact that the President’s priorities were 
protected in the 1996 budget despite Republican opposition; and 
calls for Congressional action on tha President’s plan. The spot 
would run in the Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City, Jacksonville, 
Ft. Myers and Tampa-S+.. Pete markets. m tape of  the advertisement 
is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously bean faxed to 
you. 

If thio meets with your approval, the neu advertisement would 
run starting as early a5 tomorrow, Saturday, June 1. 

The DHC campaign and communication divisions ara available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. ofcowse, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising . please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards, 
aly yours, si7 

S .  Dodd Donald L. Fowler 
General Chair National chair 

Enclosures 
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June 11, 1996 

Yia Q verniaht Deli Very 

Honorable Tarrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Patty 
517 N. Calhoun Stree; 
Tallahassea, FL 2320:. 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party Sponsor 
a new advertisement, ent icled "Dreams. *I The advertisement promotes 
the President's proposal to provide tax credits of 51,500 a year 
for two years of college euition, covering the cost of attending an 
average community college and making all colleges more affordabla. 
The spot would run in the Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama C i t y ,  
Jacksonville, Ft. Myers, and Taspa-St. Pete markets. Atape of the 
advertisement is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously 
been taxed to you. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Wednesday June 12. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of COUKSO, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
camnaian. Dlease do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

I 
C m r  J. Dodd Dogald L. Fowler 
General' Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 

CLN016-00003 



June 14, 1996 

Via 

Honorable Tesrie Brady, Chair 
Florida DQmOCratiC Party 
517 N. Calhoun Stroot 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC io proposing that the Florida Democratic Party spon6oP 
a new advertiaement, entitled mDefend.m Tho advertisement critbres 
the Rapublicen budget proposal and promotes the President's 
proposal to provide tax credits of $1,500 a year for two years of 
college tuition, covering the cost OS attending an average 
community college and helping adults go back to school. The spot 
would run in tho Orlando, Tallahassee, Banana City, Jackeonville, 
F' t .  Myors, and Tampa-St. Peta markets togather with the 
advortisement currently running, entitlsd loDreamsW. A tape O f  
"Dofendm is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously been 
faxed to you. 

If this meets with your approval, nDefendo@ would run starting 
as early as tomorrow, Saturday June 15. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. O f C O W S 5 ,  i f  you 
havo any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
cameaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards, 

b 
Christopher J. Bodd 
General Chair 

1 Doneld L. Fovlcr 
National Chair 

Enclosures 

CLN016-00002 
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June 26, 1996 

Via Ov- 

Honorablo Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahaosae, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party spnaor 
an advertisement, entitlrd mWalues.2.n The advertisamant calls for 
support o f  the President's budget plan and contrasts it with the 
Republican laad8rshap'r budget proposal. The spot would run in the 
laarketr where *Defenda is currontly running. A tap. of *Valuss.Zu 
is enclolred. A copy of the script has previously baon faxed t o  
you. 

If this meets with your approval, HValues.2n would r u ~  
starting as early am tomorrow, Thursday, June 27. 

The BHC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff ray have. Of course, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 

please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

;>b+-- 

'Y. Dodd Donald L. Fowler 
General Chair National Chair 

Enclosuras 

. -  
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JOB SANPLER 
BOBBY WATSON 
BILL lWAPP 

WnROtD ICKES@ 

Honlcr owed by varioua Damocratic S C a t E  
parcia. EO squier. Mapp a. of 21 Novambat 
199s 

Bill Krupp informed 'p.e x d a y  1hseSd.y) cnac var:cas 
3amOcrrcic stace parcrea owso tars Zirm .QpXOX..maCEly 5 2 . 4  i ? r l l x n  
Lor televisior. rime buys p-aced chrough che S C ~ C Q  prreler for -3s 
period 11 October chrO~31 3s sovamer. I don't know vmt cho 
lagal r~mific8cionm are. bu: :io f i r m  as ROC a bank for the 3YC 
I CNSC that you. w i l l  :ake ::wlcdiace rtepo cc reccify this 
aicuotzon. 

wa ham P meeting w i t h  M I .  .*.:-.ipp ;u d::acu:% 
cas be made more afficar:ir  dzf :;moly. 

7 auggaet chat che WCCL in%adiats:y f . : l : .~~ i f ig  ' r n a z & s ~ A v l : ~ ~ . ~ .  
c h i s  ~:,-cectula 
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22 Juno 1995 

Thi. letter Gon8tftUfOS -8 agt@mWkt W i t R  tila Media Taam, 
conmioting of sauia/Knape/ochs Comnurieatioru, Hank Sh@inkogf and 
Matiurn Pencznor Probuctions, to p r O V i d 0  canpaiqn a m i c e s  t o  the 
Clinton/Gora '96 Primary C~tmmitteo~ fnc. (%emmittor*). 

These service8 mhall include tho follwing, a6 raque8ted by tho 
committee: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Genua1  camaiqn consulting with specific 
amphasla on  communication^; 

Production ot  radio and t e l e v i o i w  
comnunicatfons; 

Radio and taleviaion buying aervic.8. 

The h e  Cor theso aarvicem s h a l l  bo tho etandatd fiftrnon ( I S % )  
percant couimfsaion an a l l  radio and tolovision modi. purchased 
(%mdfa buys" or buyon) by Me Committee for the f i t s t  
$1,4QQ,OQO of time buy. The commission Cor any subeequent time 
purchasad by the Media Team, if any, an behalf of t h e  Cormftteo, 
sha l l  k aubject to  mutual agroemant o f  +Rs par t ios  to t h i e  
agremmsnt . 

Production, consulting and research mtpenoo8 w i l l  bm charged a t  
coat and w i l l  be ovidanceb by dotailmi imwoice8 submitted t o  the 
Committee, prior t o  p a p a n t  by the Comittao.  SubjaCtto tho l a s t  
aantence o f  t h i s  paragraph, payment ol! eatimatod production comts 
far ea& flight 0i media will be due a t  the name tima Lundr are 
wired to pay for the tima buy. Where produetion QccurcB i n  advance 
o f  the actual time buy, the  Comalttaa will bo providad with an 
invoice detai l ing the 08timstad coat. In any avl)ntt the Committern 
w i l l  havo up t o  sevan ( 7 )  WorKing day@ following receipt by it of! 
an invoice t o  pay tho invoice. 

Tho Media Team will provide t h e  Cornittea w i t h  a coapleta and 
dotailed accountinq of tha production account monthly. A t  each 
accounting, any propaid amount. i n  excess of actual costs  will be 
credited t e  tho Committee, and any production co6to i n  excess of 
the propaid am6unt w i l l  be b i l led  t o  the Cantafttea. 

Long diatance phon. coats and resaarth exganaea i n  connection with  
production, consulting and nmdia buying ac t iv i t i ae  for tha 
committea w i l l  be bil led et coat. 

CUXTON~GJRE '96 
P.O. BOX tg300 WASHINGTON. DC. 2 0 0 3 6 9 j C O  PHONE aoaljgr-1996 

Paid{# by th C/rwonfGar '96 P v i w q  Cmmrfte, lac. 
Conrrrbrrtmr 10 CltnronlGmr '06 ern not Tax Drdrcrrrbk. 

8 -  



Travol and porsonal expenses incurred in connection w i t h  the 
Committoe, includinq r%psnsas t o t  bath production and consulting, 
will be billed to the Committee at coat. No .ingle axpenao in 
excess of $S,OOO shall b8 incurred on behalf of the Committee 
without the prior Mitten consent of tho Committare. . 

It is aqrood that the maximum amount tor production, ~ ~ ~ ~ a r c h ,  
cenaulting and Other e J C P ~ U O 8  and costsD in tho aggroqato, for the 
TV ads produced by the nedba Team in connection w i t h  TV ad8 aired 
by the Committee during late June and July 1995 (ineluding euch 
costs and 8xponses in relationship to 'Fv ad. initiated or produced 
but not aired) shall not exceed W6,QoQ. Any cost8 or axpensos in 
excess8 of 536,000 for production, research, coneulting or 
otherwise, in connection with 8uch T1I ads tor that period OS time 
(whether or not aired) shall bo paid f o r  by the Media Tom from tho 
standard commission roforred to abovm. - 
This agreement doa8 not give the Media Team exclunive rightn w i t h  
respect to any services to bo provided to the Cornnittee, and 
nothing in th is  agreewnt ahall prevont tha c0mrfttee using 
other consultants/antiti~e to profom any or a l l  of the servicoa or 
activities described in this agreement at the mole discretion of 
the commaittee. - 
The Media Tam shall maintain and provide to the Committee in a 
timely faehion sll nOC08mry information for reporting te tho 
Federal Election Camnieaion ( "FECn) , including allocation0 to state 
spending limits. Thi8  information will bm provided to the 
CopmittoeOm controller ab 8oon as practicable after each media buy, 
but in no event later than the last day o f  tho portinant PEC 
reporting period. During 1995, the data. arm Juna 3 0 ,  1995, 
September 3 0 ,  I995 -nd Docembar 31, 1991. Durimg 1996, the 
informatiom must bo submitted to the Cornnittea by the end oL rach 
calendar month. In addition, the Media Toam will maintain and 
provide to t h m  Cormaittee in a timely faahion all information 
regardfnq media roiunda as nrcasoary rar reporting to the PEC. 

In order to obtain reimbureomont of approved exp~nsas, any claim 
for reimburuomont of expenses shall bo eupportd appropriate 
raseipts and 0th- documentation as required by tho PEC. 

CLMQ17-00136 



- 
~ h o  Media Teaa agrees that: it will not at any time8 in any fashion, 
form or mannor, either directly or indireally, discloso or 
communicate to any person, firm or corporation, any non-publfc or 
propriatary infomation conearning the Committmo or any other 
information d e a a  confidantial by the Comaitteo. Only authorirad 
Committee personnol will be permitted to communicate with the prase 
on any comnrittoe mattors. I2 dl miaber ob t & c s  pres. contacts the 
Media Toam, the cell or 0th- CoamPunication .hall be roierred to 
the committee reprssentativa denignated by i t 6  lolard of Directors. 
Tha Media T a m  ag~ees that it will rerpuirm any .pIployee or 
consultant in a nanagoment enpacity undrrr this apreeuant ta execute 
a similar agroomnt ragarding confidentiality. 

. .  
t i ;  

i;. 

i : .  

. .. 

. .. . .  

.. . .. 

The Media Team agroos that all work product, filas, limtm, 
documemto, art warlr, computot recordm, and 0 t h ~  matariala 
(collectively mmatarials*) producad or obtained h furtherance of 
this agraommt become and rsmain the exclu8ivo property o f  the 
Committao and shall bo deemed wurkrr lor hire craatnl for  th8 
Committee for the purp08. of the copyright Law of 1976; and all 
copyright and any othar right8 in and to such reatariala ahall 
belong to tho Committom. Thm Hadia Toar i.6 aUthOPiZod by the 
committee to use data solely for tho purpose eP fulfillin9 t h o  
terms of  this agreement. Tho Media Team .hal l  promptly turn over 
all such materials to tha Colmrfttrra at the termination sP thia 
agreament, and the Media Team shall not have any right to rotain or 
use such nraterials without the exprema written conaont of the 
camittoe. 

The relationship between the Media Team and the Committaa shall be 
that of indepandent contractor, and nothing contained in the 
agreement shall be construed to constitute tho Media TeaIp as an 
omployfm, partner, joint vonture or agent of the Comoittee, other 
than as specifically set forth in writing sxscutad by the parties. 

NQTrCES 

All notices and conaonts required or parmittad herounder shall he 
auff Lciont if givan in writing and oither hand-dolivurad or mailed 
by cortifisd mail, postage prepaid, return receipt requested, to 
tho other party at the addrean sot forth below or to such other 
addressed as either party pray designata by lika notice. 

A. If t o  Media Team, then sand notlcca(s) to: 
Spuiar, Knapp, Ochs Comnunicatfono 
$11 2nd Street, N.E. 
Washington, DC 20001 

CLN017-00135 
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8 .  sf t o  Com~mittoo, then rend notico(o) eo: 

Lyn Mrocht, Esquire 
OLDAKER, RYAN c mmm 
au i t a  1100 
a l a  Connocticut Avenur, N.w. 
Wa.hington, D.C. 28006 

This agroamrnt nay bo t amina te8  a t  will by 01th.r party upon five 
(5)  days writton notico, which tima bogins manning w i t h  the  date of 
actual racoipt 02 tho notice by khe party to whom not ice  ia bring 
givon, if hand delivered, o r  w i t h  the post mark tha notic. i. 
mailad. In tho evont either party olocta to t a m i n a t e  this 
agraamont, it is agreed t h a t  a l l  exponses incurred by the Media 
Team on behalf of tho Cormnitteo prior to tormination will be 
refmburwed t o  the W d i a  Team. 

Thir, agreament s h a l l  bo qovarnod by the laws of Washington, DC. 
Any lawsuit or other  leqal action takem to onforco any pa r t  of this 
aqresloont s h a l l  ba brought only in tho courts locat08 i n  the 
District of Columbia. 

CLNQlT-00137 
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MEMORANDUM -M 

cc 

FROM 

THE PRESODW 

TWE VICE PRESIDENT 
LEON PAb3gFTA 
ERSKINE BOWLES 
KmGARET WILLIAMS 
JACK QUPNN 

HAROLE) 
DOUG SO 

SWRJECT Certain issum regarding the 1996 re-elect 
effort 

There are a number o f  issues relatiug, either directly or 
indireetly, to the 1996 Re-elect campaign wbdsh need to be 
focused on shortly after Labor Day. 
memorandum is to describe some of the mora important of tho60 
i~sue8 60 aa to give you the opporeunfty to consider them over 
the Labor Day break and co request irdaitiomal Wormation, i t  you 
wish. 

The issue8 are not listed in any paRiCUhr order sf 
importance, and some of the points below are indonnational only. 

1. Tab A dsscribaa key dates/events 
of the 'political calendar" between now and Tue6day 5 N o v c h r  
1996. 
through November 1996. 

a meeting mhortly after Labox Day to tocum on the electoral map 
and the implications for strategic, tactical and budgetary 
purposes. 

The purpose of this 

It also contains 8 block crl+dar for September 1995 

2 .  -: Tab Ed coneaina electoral maps. We need 

3 .  the  ' 9 6  Re-- 
pKc: A. de8cribed below, there are a number of daciaiono that 

' n T d  to be made in Sapeember and early October which, to some 
extent, will depend upon deci6ioru about the relationship between 
the white H o w e ,  the '96 Re-elect and the DblC regarding the re- 
election campaign. The facts that White House ocontrols" the 
schedule, and t b t  the President and the Vice Pre8idene, to a 

.. great extant. mcontral" the "mensaga". by definitior: gives the 
white HOU.8 a critical role in the Re-elect campaign. 

Staffing of the ' 9 6  Re-elect and the Political Department Of 
the White H o u m  will, in no small measure, be influenced by the  
decision a6 to whether the re-election campaign will primarily be 
run by the White House or by the '96 Re-elect. In addition. if 

FEC-4453 
Sub. 6/23/97 
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Char13 is no primary challenge. the DNC probably should play a 
significant mla. If it is to do 80 effectively, however, 
certain staff changes at the DNC will be necessary. 

regarding the White Wouee. the '96 Re-elect, and the DNC many of 
which need to be made shortly after Labor Day. 

Tab C describes a number of key personnel decisions 

4 .  P I G  -: 

a. -: Warhington, D.C., Chicago. Little Rock, 
elrawhere? (Thase i. rutticfane space at 2100 M . 
Street, Wa8hington, D.C. to run both a primary 
campaign and a general aloction campaign.) 

b. -: 

ti) Campaign co-chair or ca-chair.. (Given the 
probable importance of tha women's vote, 
prominenc women should be included.) 

(ii) campaign manager/campafgn director. 

(iii) Political Diroctor. 

(iv) Communication8 Director (Ana Lewis). 
(v) Press Secretary. 

(vi) Field Director. . 

.- 

(vii) Director of Administration (tunction 
performed by David Watkin8 in 1992). 

(viii) Issues Director 

(ix) Delegate Selection Coordinacor 

(XI Scheduler 

Whan co begin staffing thm early primarylcaucus 
states. 

e. 

( i l  w: bas been hired by the 
' 9 6  Re-elect. affective 1 Ausust, at 
56,00O/month~to run Iowa. Ha has asked to be 
permitted to hire S t w e  8- at 
SS,OOO/month. but this diaclsion has been held 

2 
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in abeyance. In addition, the Re-elect 
should have a prana pereon on the ground i n  
fow8 by mid September. 

:f 
15 
Q 

e% 
ibb 

.- 

i .i) -r i s  ovsrreeing 
New Hat i~pabi~ .  But, ha has UtrongLy 
recomanded that 
' 96  Re-elect payroll a t  S3,000/manth to work 
Naw Hampshire on a f u l l  t ium b8siu. 
addition, the Re-elect will need 8 pres8 
aecretary op the ground in new Hempshire by 
mid Segtoutber. 

bs put  on ths 

Xn 

[iii) -: hu 8g'ze.d to be 

CaliForai8 by mid October, Lf he i n  to run 

th C/O &-el Of C d i f O r r A i 8 ,  but 
urges t h 8 t  k t.kOCEt9d to 

C a l i f O n l i 8  day t O  day. 

d.  PI 
( i l  Accept federal matching bund8 or not? (The 

federal governrmnt will match the f i r a t  $ 2 S O .  
in contributiolu froa on a $1 
for  $1 basis.) tagally the Re-elect can wait 
until ear ly January 3996 to decide whether 
federal.mrrtchfag fun& a m  to be rccapted, 
but, aa sxplained below. that decision made 
to be mrd. within the nemt few week.. Xf 
federal matching tundm a m  accmpted, the Re- 
elect can -end enly abouc $32 million pre 
Convention, plus 56.4 dll ioa for  
fundrrising, p L u  Legal. accounting and 
compliance costa ( for  an emtimated totaL. of 
about $43.4 million). 

(a) Rlrhough u, eha decision 
whether t o  WXxBQt federal matching 
fuado does not have t o  be made 
un t i l  ear ly  January 1996. it should 
be made by e w l y  S8pt.mb.r. Terry 
McAuliffr and Laura Hertigin should 
&a involvud i n  that deci8ioa. 

tb) If federal matching funds are nsf, 
accepted, than the $1,000 l i m i t  per  
contributor reminu in ef fsc t  and 
no federal matching funds may ba 

3 FEC-443 
Sub. 6/23/91 

DNCOt 141548 



Memorandum to the President 14 August 1995 
0029747 

13 
fU 

.- 

accepted & the campaign, but there 
will be no pre Convention 6 m d i n g  
limits imposed on the campaign. 

Tha eurrent fundraising plan of 
appmxianately $43.4 million 
includes an estimated $14.7 million 
in federal matching funds. 
axpactad that the S43.4 million 
W i l l  kr Spent U f O l l O W r :  $32 
million far cqeign related 
activitie8~ $6.5 million (20% of 
$32 milUca) for fundraising costa 
(if tuqdtaieing costs exceed $6.5 
million, the additional costs are 
taken out of tba Sa2 million 
thareby rwlucing the mount 
avcilabLe for campaign related 
expanditures)i and $4.9 million for 
legal, accounting and compliance 
effg.nditures ( i f  these expenses are 
higher, mors can be raised ta cover 
them). 

(d) Thus, if the Ree-el@ct decides not 
to accept federal matching fundm, 
additional tima irnd costa will be 
involved in raising the $14.7 
million, at si.ooc per 
cantributisn. If theee costs are 
factored In" the $14.7 million is 
really wootch more like $16 or $17 
million. And this does not take 
into accwrnnt the diversion of the 
time of cha President, Vice 
President, HRC and Mr.. Gore which 
will be neaded to raise the 414.7 
million plur (at $1,000 per 
contributor maximum), whieh could 
otherwise be used for M n  
fundxaisiag campaigning or 
fundraining for the DCCC, DSCC or 
the DUC, or raising eoordinrtsd 
campaign tmd. for the genera3 
election, or funds for individual 
candidates. 

(c) 

It is 

4 
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(a) Source. w t  funding SubSt8ntial 
media purchase beginning September 
1995 in t h  95 - $10 million range, 
iacluda: 

(i) the DNC, 
( i f )  coalition of outrrtide 

grouper including unions, 
DCCC, DSCC, w., or 

(iii) the Re-elect 
- E: m e  DNC will pay for the . 

marly $9oe,ooo for the August 
1995 iiiadicare apot time buy. 

DNC mt be 60% "hard" or 
.fedaraXm and 40% usoft'. The 
A u g w t  199s time buy will 
deplete the M'X*e n h a r d m  
d d l a x  8cCOUPlt. The DWC is 

iucurxed last yeu. Brad 
Muuhall, th. me's 
comptroller, eatimatee that 
the DNC could bo=- S4 
million, -r  kw early 
S e p t d w  on a 60/40 Rard/soft 
eplit. 

Altbugh tho DNC direct mail 
ha. exceeded expectations, 
compeeftien by the Re-elect 
direct FDail 
with substantia ly fewer DNC 
fuudsaiofag event* scheduled 
for the Ozeoidant. the vice 
ereaidant, KRC md Mre. Gora, 
during the last 5 months of 
1995, compared to the first 6 
month. of the year, probably 
will msat in a subsrurtial 
reduction of DWC income during 
tho luat 6 month. compared to 
the nearly $23 million for the 
first 6 aaonths. 

unions and ot&r entities plan 

-ally th8 fund. paid by the 

atill prying O f t  th. d.bt 

T"' 

- Various 

5 
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to spend approximately $5 
million or so on medicare 
related TV spots in selected 
markets during September: 199s. 
The problem will be to get 
agreemmt on tha message and 
markets. Although 
agreement among the DNC, 
Union8, DCCC, DSCC, LITS;. is 
unlikely, it may be worth a 
tw. 

:  he Re-elect will w- $10 million 
available to sp8nd during 
Septomhr through Nevamber 
1995. This, however, i6 a 
mpipr decision. Xi that 
amOunt i8 t o  b0 spent, the 
total spent by the end of 
N0vMb.r for 'Fv spots will ba 
approximateky 513.3 million 
(52.4 million for Jun./Yuly, 
S.9 million For August, $10 

Novembrc). A decision to have 
the Re-elect rpad even SS 
million during September - 
November 1995, not to speak of 
$10 million, will effectively 
mean the Re-elect will nor be 
able to accept federal 
matching funds, the acceptance 
of which limit. pre Convention 
spending, for other than 
fundraioing a d  
lagal/accounting/compliance, 
to 532 million. 

I d  the Re-QhCt spend5 512.5 
or so ($2.5 txiillion JuneISuly 
aad $10 million SsptambeP - 
November 59951, and if. as 
aom expace, the putative 
Republicaa nominee is 
e f fec t i ve l y  eelecced by early 
April, we will, in effect. 
face a 5 month general 

- - 

million SaptembW thmugh 

6 
FEC-443U) 
sub. 4/23/47 

DNCO11-O1SSl 

G; OC 16 



.- 

Memorandum to the Prcsidenc 0029750 14 August 1995 

eleeeion period of April - 
August for which the Re-elect 
w i l l  either have few funds, or 
w i l l  bvs to raise subs tan t id  
&ditional ftmd~~, i n  ordrr far 
the ereeiderhe eo hold hi8 own 

period. If the Republicme 
ham rpant met of theit money 
dusing 8 bnrfsing primpry (and 
t ha t  will not mcesearily be 
t h e  case, i f  o m  a t  the 
c . n d f ~ s e s  tlkss a rJtroAg Uld 
early lead in the 
primcuy/caucuaod, the Ro- 
eloct would prsmmbly be able 
t o  "get byn during tho April - 
Augmt period with fewer 
dollars. That is.  however, a 
eim during which the 
Presidant ahoubd be i n  a 

the April - A U m 8 t  

B t m Z l  fiXlWlCi.1 $ 0 8 i t h A  t O  

RepubliCUU Ut0 t he i r  
a d e  to r ea l ly  h m e r  tha 

early August convaation. 

( f )  Whfla i n  theory, it makes aensa to 
t r y  to  movI your nutubera up during 
September through November 199s. it 
only makes aez2se i f  there is 
assuran~~s t h e  the  Re-elect w i l l  
be able t o  raise the monies to  run 
t h e  appmprimse l eve ls  o f  media 
during the pri~Ury/c.UCU686 mn well 
a s  thm April  - August period. 
i e  critical t o  taka Lnto ecceune 
that even i f  the fmntnurning 
Republiean Crmdid8te has opont 
vir tual ly  a l l  of h i s  pra Convention 
monies by a\pril, the Republicma 
have a broad range o f  allisllr that 
CUI make nfndependencm expenditures 
during tha April ehrough A u W C  
period tha t  w i l l  amt be aubject to 
the spending limits imporad on the 
Republican pueatlvs nominee 
(assuming he elects to  accept 
federal nratcbing fund.) and which 

T t  

7 
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could be very hanatul to t h s  
Prasident, mst especially if the 
Re-elect doer not &awe rufficiant 
eurrda to  respond effeceively. In 
addition. the RhtC Wgaars t o  be 
w e l l  thancad and could undoubtedly 
denign "ganeric" ad. that could 
demge the  Deacocrata in geneml and 
waah ower againat the Piesideat 

(If tha Presi5ent rad others are 
raioiag the $16.7 million that 
ofhawise would have coma from 
federal fund., ehmy will not be 
available to raise fun& f o r  the  
DNC to ~n similar "generic" ads.) 

Tha plain Pact is that unl ike the 
Republicans' a l l ies ,  tha Democrats 
simply do not hawe allies that 
would or could conduct aimilar 
"independent" expenditures in 
S U ~ Q O Z ~  of tho Prauident. Thur, 
the decision about spending during 

period bec0111es a l l  ehe more 
cr i t ical .  

If the Re-elect decider nor: to  
accept taderal matching fundr, and 
exceed. the $32 million pre 
canwention spanding l i d e ,  it w i l l  
undoubtedly k subject t o  a fire 
s tom of c r i t i c i m  from the good 
goveznmsne campaign finance refom 
gmupm and editorialist .  I t  w i l l  
aleo substantially undorcut the 
Preeidrnt's argument to  Perot and 
other wtsra that he is serious 
about campaign finance and lobbying 
refom. 

courae, thae the  putative 
Republican nominee may decide not 
t o  accept federal matching funds. 
Were tha t  the  case, it my  change 
t h e  dmamics rrubmtantially. 

dmiw the A p r i l  - A I I a N t  period. 

the September - Nov8-r 1995 

(g) 

(h) Thare is Che posribility, of 

B 
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As of 31 July, about $11,310,000 have 
been raised by the Re-elect (not 
including tha appmxirmrtely S5 million 
in eligible federal mtch for that 
amount). 

As of 31 July, Re-elect expenditures 
total $5,700,000, including $2.4 million 
for the June/July media production and 
time buy. a s h  on hand WOQ $5,718,000. 

A propoad budget bared on $32 million 
spending will be raady by early naxt 
week (m, TU4 D) which will &ow the 
proposed alloutiom for media. polling, 
fundraisfng, field, etate operations, 
staff, central heldgurterr, anB 
accounting/lagal/cQmpli.nce txgumas. 
There should be a budgot and fundraiafag 
meeting within a wok0 after Labor Day 
to r8Vi.W the prioritlea draft budget. 

5 .  K s r , a r l a a t  necisionr noad to b. rard. *ut tha 
pre Convention staffing and spending tor all key ataces. 
especially &he early primary/caucru .fates. 
is the current schedule of primuise and caucus &tea.) These 
deciaions cannot be made until ovep.11 budget deciriona, some of 
which are discusead above, hove been made. 

(Attached ae Tab E 

proposed pre convention budgets are being devulopad for  the 
key early statcm, which will be ready Sor dircuoaiwr aftet Labor 
Day. 

--.e -. - - - --- _ _  
individual states. 
of people in these various states to organ&re .nd .get goingu on 
behalf of the Re-elect effort, and holding eXpOluea dovn until 
next year -- cepecially if the general election w i l l  effectively 
begin in April and if the C/G Re-elect campaign accepts federal 
matchina fund.. 

far 31 key seatea which are attached as Tab P. 

Mississippi and?entucky) and the stace legislatiwe racam i t a  

A balance musk be 8t&k bst&esn the desire 

Doug Sosnik and Craig Smith have prepared preliminary RlemOl 

1 .  '9s rr-9 : There are 3 gubernatorial races (Louisiana. 

9 FEC-4441 
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Virginia where the Democrats narrowly control both houses. These 
races will be closely watched as an indication of the appeal of 
the Democratic party generally and that of the President in 
particular. 
regarding these races. The DNC has budgeted $2SO,OOO for 
contribution. to each gubernatorial race and S Z S 0 , O O O  for the 
state legislative campaign in Virginia. (There are state 
legislative races in New Jersey as well. but given the margins by 
which the Republicans hold both houaes, the DNC ha8 decided 
to put substantial money into those race..) 

Rather than spreading DNC contributions, directed 
contributions and other resource8 evenly among tha 3 
gubernatorial race.. it may be more politically effective to 
focus on only 2 of the 3 races. If the Damocratm can win 2 of 
the 3 gubernatorial seats and hold tho majorities in the Virginia 
legislative houses, we will at least have held our own. Were 
Democrats to leae 2 of the 3 gubern8torial races, that would be 
interpreted as a "loas". 

8. V o t w  : Hugh Westbrook and Gary Baron are 
continuing their non partisan voter registration activity through 
a SOl(c) organization. In the view of many, they are much more 
effective and cost efficient than the DNC with regard to voter 
registratron. Therefore, whatever resources that ordinarily 
would be plowed into DNC voter regiscration efforts. should be 
directed to the Westbrook/Baron non partisan operatian. The DNC 
should engage in only a minimal votar registration effort. 

9. p YO : The DNC is preparing a 
memo for each state regarding absentee balloting and early voting 
in 1996, after which it wil.1 prepare plans for key general 
election states in tkat regard. 

:he DGA and, to a lesser extent, the DNC are focusing on 
candidate recruitment tor next year. 

11. m: Depending on its role. and. to some extent. 
whether the President will face 8 "primary" challenge, decisions 
regarding both budget and staffing of the DNC need to be made. 

- a. m: Chairman Fowler originally submitted a 
$41.7 million expense budget for calendar '95. As 
of 2 8  June, he submitted a revised calendar '95 
expense budget of $36.7 million. 

There have been several meetings with the DNC 

10. -candidare* for  : The DCCC, the DSCC and 
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The calendar ' 9 5  DNC payroll (&a of 7 August 1995) 
is approximately 56.2 million for approximately 
143 people of which 7 t$291,OOO/ysar) "volunteers 
their time t o  white House operations; 1 
($168,000/ysa+) are For the Arkonsaa office; and 3 
~t155,000/yaarl are for Vice Pmsidential liaison, 

The DNC had receipts for the last 6 months of 
approximtely 523 dllion, of  which, some $8 
million were from direct mil, Subatmtially 
fewer Presidential. Vice Presidlentiel and URC 
fundraiming avenCn h v e  been scheduled for the 
Rugust - December f995 period c a p r e d  to the 
First 7 month. o f  this year. 
although direce mail receipts bave exceeded 
expectations, competition fnrm th6 '96 Re-elece 
will probably reduce direct mail income to the DNC 
far the balance of 1995. "hm, it is expected 
that the DNC w i l l  raise subatantially lee8 in the 
eecond half than tha $23 million received during 
the first 6 month ob 1995. 

If the political activity of the OElC i m  either to 
continue at tho samm level or incraare, 
fundx&ising efforts will ham to be sub8turtially 
stepped up. 

Decisions need te b. tude &out the DNC calendar 
1996 operating budget, which, if 1992 is any 
gauge. will run $40-42 million. In addition, 
there will be the coordinaeed campaign budget. 
which has been estimated at approximately an 
additional S2I  million for 1996. 

m: 
strong. 
improvement in the opermeion and functioning of 
the DNC since Ch&inaur Fowler and Chairman Dodd 
took over, i f  the DNC i s  to play &8 effective a 
role am possible in  1996, thm top 8taff needs to 
be strengthened. 
C. 

-: TZUKI~UI Amold haa resign& an the 
DNC's finance chair, effective de of tho date a 
new peraon accepts the pooeition. 
made at Tab C. 

Izi addition. 

The DNC's top staff is not particularly 
Although there has been substantial 

Recomenchtione are made at Tab 

suggsations are 

It FEC-4443 
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i a  . ronv*-: The operations and 
staffing f-National Convention, a8 well as the 
ralationahip Between Debra OeLee and Mayor Oaley. Bill Daley and 
the Chicago Hoat Cownittee, rppaar to bo in relatively good 
shape. 

a. &&&: The federal govrnuwne pays the total 
amomr to put on the notional convention. The 
.slightly over $12 million in federal payments have 
already been paid to the Omocratic National 
Convention Committee, ("Conveneion Committee") 
which ie prohibited f m m  spending more than the 
amount paid by tha federal government. 

In addition, the Chicago Host Committee, a 
citiranr group of leading Chicagoans, is permitead 
to raiae additional monias 60 spend in connection 
with the Convention. 

Eamd on converrationr, among Debra OeLee, Don 
Fouler, Mayor Dal8y a d  Bi&l D%lSy. it iS 
estimated that. i n  addition to tha SL2 million 
from the federal govrnnnant, the following will be 
raised in fund. or in-kind: 

. 

$7 million - Chicago B a t  Committee 
6 million - State si Illinois 
3 million - in kind from Chicago 

10 million - City of Chisago (but only if 
this approximate amount c a m e  
be raiae& otherwise) 

This approximately $38 million (including the SI2 
million in fedaral fund.), ia leea than the 
approximately $44 million called for by the 
contract beeween thO Convention Committee and the 
City of Chicago. 
Fowler are confident, howaver, that the Convention 
can be nuceesrfully run with approximately $35 
million in cash and m additional $3 million in 
kind. - : Attached am Tab B, is a schedula with 
'- steft positioru and, proposed staff for 
some of the top Convention positions. The only 
staff who have been hired to date, are I&-. 
and her imediace staff, -, as one of 
the 3 Deputy CEO#, who will be in charge of 

Both Mm. Pawe and Chairman 

.- b. 
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0029756 
logistics and arrangamenes, and her assistant 
Betsy Eberling. 

Mo. DaUo want:. to hire -, whose 
resume io attached aa Tab €8, an tho Deputy CEO for 
Production, Communication, OLE. A director of 
comunicationn and, in addition, a press 
secretary would be hired to work urrdar that Deputy 
CEO. 

She is also interested in hirhg 
(Secretary Ron 8rowa'a son) am the third Deputy . 
CEO of the Convention. 

These and many of the other mtaffing decisions 
outlined at Tab B need to b. diocumaed and settled 
a:. soon as pas:.ible after Labor Day. 

-: Traclitiomlly, tha Convention has 
been wed by the DNC, DCCC, 5SCC md the BOA to 
raise funds tor those respective committeen. 
Attached as Tab I is an 8 Augunt 1995 memorandum 
to Harold Ickes from R. Scott Paatrik, urging that 
this practice be continued t o t  the 1996 
Conventian. 

In addition, the Chicago Xoot Committee wants t o  
use the Convention as a fuodrairing mechanism by 
permitting corporatiom or other entitioo 
"sponnorn certain elements of the Convention. 
Attached at Tab J is their prdiminary proposal 
(which is k i n g  teviaod). 
wants to "sponsor. the media pavilion (the 
building next to the Convention building that will 
houae the media) for which it would pay a sum of 
money to the mot Catamittee and, in return, would 
have its name on tho media pavilion and would have 
other benefits at the ComenEion. 

In addition, Ms. DeLes proporas to pennit the Host 
.- Committee to ham soma 16 of the 150 available sky 

boxes which the Hoot Commistae would, in turn, 
"sell" to itm contributor:.. Likewise with the 
OCCC, DSCC, the DQA and eha DNC with respect to 
eky boxcle. 

. .  C. 

Per example, Amaritach 
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Given the current situation regarding some of the 
fundraising eechniwes of the DNC, which the 
Presidant has otd41rad to be discontinued, we need 
to decide on how the CORVantiOn i o  to be bandled 
in thir regard. 

d. ' : It f a  my uncierstandtng that tIp6EIL 
-will be vary involved in working on the 
production of the Convention. Bprad on very 
recent convermaticm8 with B, it ie 
also my undantandlfnO that Wrry very much wants 
-, who WU the OVarSll producsr for the 
lamt Convention, to produce the tachnical aspects 
of the "36 Convention, Bared upon my tacent 
meeting with 
interested in-- regarding the 
overall production of the Convention. 

If there ia any dinagreewnt regarding this aspet 
o f  the Convention, we need to discuss immediately 
after Labor Day. 

e. m: A model fur the grap0o.B padiw for the 
Convention has bean construeted. Debbie BeLee 
would like to show i t  to tho President, the Vice 
President, IIRC urd M.. Qorm by the end of 
9eptamb.r so that conrtructicn plans CM ba gotten 
underway. 

he may well be 

iaausxu: 
a. In addition to deciding who will run California on 

P day eo day basin, and i f  it is to be John 
Emerson, whea ha &os to w v e  to California ( B i l l  
Wardlaw recorrrmMdm lata thin year at the latest), 
focus needs to be directed to the potential 
petition to recall, Governor Wilaan. which Jesse 
Jackson ham bean discussing publicly. Thia could 
bcr vasy datrimontPJ to  tha Presidrntt's re-election 
effortr in California wre it to go forward. 
Accordingly to J o b  ERleraen, there 6s little. if 
any, enehuoiasm among lendiag C8Pifornia 
Democratic political leadera for  ehis to go 
forward. 

b. Focun alno needs eo be placed on the anti 
affirmaeive action propomition which will. 
undoubtedly be placed on the 1996 general election 

FEC-44Sb 
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ballot in California as well as in other atates. 
The DNC is preparing a memorandum regarding 
similar gropo8itions in othai states. According 
to  John Emerson, nearly 700.000 valid signaeurem 
ara nee- to qualify auch a petition, which in 
reality. mans at Peast 1 million. He says eha 
group pMmOthg thkl, pmpoeitioa is broke, but ha 
points out that Wrrrnor Wilson can't afford not 
to h w e  the proposition on the WOMnber 1996 
ballot. 

14. -: Attachad at Tab 1c is a copy of my 
L4 Auguot 1995 mmor.odrua to t b  Praoidant and Vice 
Pnrident regarding fundraining for tha variow other 
entities and committees tor 1995 md 1996. 

15. fa t  the L: We need 
t o  begin focusing on the key argummto for the 1996 
general election- 

a. for Clinton/Gore 

b. against Clinton/mrs 

c. Clinton/Gore pmgosals for 2nd term, u., for thc 

d. for the Republicpn curdCdmte 

e. against the RapuBlicur candidate 
16. : Terry and huza axpact 

to effectively wrap up the fundratsing for '96 Re-elect 
by the end of this year ($38 million including 
applicable federal match), unlearn tha Re-elect decides 
not to accept federal matching fundr. 
ths money, approximately $5.4 million will be raioed by 
way of 6 direct mail saTicitationa rmxt year. 

There will remain, howaver, a great deal of fundraising 
of approximately $75 million €or 1996: $40 million DNC 
1996, $25 million 1996 coordinated camp8igne. S I 0  
million general electiour legal/accounting comgliancs 
account. ( T h h  daan not include fundraiming for the 
DSCC, DCCC, DGA, individual codd8tee and selected 
state parties.) It's not claas what either Tarry or 
Laura want to do, after the completion of rhe 
fundraiaing for the Re-elect. but I do not thiok that 

- 

future 

Tha balance of 

.- 
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Memorandum to the President 
08297% 

14 August 1995 

~ e r r y ,  at least, wants to carry on only as a 
fundraiser. Given the su.bseantia1 damanda for 
f&airing in addition to the neeb of the Re-elect, 
we meed to diocuae wh8t  role you waat to aok Tarry and 
Laura to continue In that regard. 

17. -- -: Beginnins September YOU probably need to have a regular weeklv 
poiiticai meiting wiih s k  of EIUB whits nouse political stafir 
(in addition to tha rrgu1.r Wadaor~kay night rasetings in the 
residence) which perhaps 8hould include Senator DodB and Chairman 
Fowler. Additionally, WVI arga p u  to consider setting aside 15 . 
to 30 minutes each day during your daily phona/office time Cor 
political update. on activitiem. 

18. of a: Need to d e t d a  how much of the 
tima of the President, V i c e  President, HRC and Mts. Gore, ahould 
be allocated to  the '96 re-election campaign during the next 4 to 
5 month.. 

consideration should be given to 1node8t rt3allOC8CiOU of white 
House staff frPI0, far example, Dommstis policy Council, National 
Economic Council and administration, rp, Political Department. 
Public Liaison and Cou~n~1nication8. 

2 0 .  far u - a w :  Sariow consideration 
rhould be givan to retaining a tima buying rim other than The 
Media Team of Squier, &. The argunentr for retaining a 
separate tima buying group are met forth in my mmorandurn to the 
Prerident a d  the Vice President, dated a4 Jlly 1995. attached as 
Tab L. 

71. The decioion of  who to replace 
Erskine as%& in not far off .  & Tab C for  suggestions. 

22.. -: The decision of who to replace Ab Mikva when 
he resigna, 88 is apparently expected, i s  also not far off .  $&s 
Tab C for suggestions. 

infnmfion. 

19. -of (m: sarious 

+v chief of St-: 

Pleaae let either of usl know if you w a n t  additional 

16 
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27 N0v.nb.r 11991 

Attached is a self lanatory 21 N o v u 8 k r  1995 to  am trom Torry 
XcAu1itfor Laura Haxgan and R i c k  Lornu etatiras thae they have 
rais.6 o v u  $1.8 million for tho DWC u&1a fUna and aspaat to w 
ab10 to rain0 anothu 8430,000 by the cloeo oi tho y m ,  bringing 
the tota l  to  nou ly  $2.3 million. 

I would approofate a response from the DNC am to whether they 
agree with these figures and whether the monbos have actually 
come in .  

Several w e o k s  ago, I vas told that Olrily $100,000 had boan raised 
for ttio DNC media fund. Basad on the attached ouorandm, I 
t r u s t  %hat there has been a substantial influx of funds. 



lNC 109s b u m = ,  a c e d  90 Decrmbor L99S 

G ~ M  tho Largo m0ur.c OC fundm CO k ralrod p r i i t  E ?  :he 
mad of October ohsr year far ck. ONE‘S oporm~rnp budge:. :ea 
modla budpec, ~ c s  coordtnaccd campaign budgoc. cho 461 a 3) 
ueaiao, cha G E U C  fund and ocher tundraremq acervit:os. A: 
apmarr tkmc tho 916 mi:lian proposed brrdgoc Car cne DNC. m y  

dimcrece end rasional review o l  cha progamed budgec, I request 
etut you aubmlt t o  ma. by clam of bum2na.s Wadnorday if :anus,--(. 
a detailed dercrLpcion o f  chc cocnponenc p u e s  c t  aach 0: r,ko 38 
Ziao t c e w  in cho D K  1996 budges 8 u m W y .  daced 20 Daeennat 
L93C. 
line ~ c m n  mvolvea a eubocenCrrL amount. : requerc :?..me a 
seP6racr m a l y s t c  af chac componanc partls)  bo provtdad a s  vsl1. 

lia- :00ms ( C - I L . )  for  “d&reeC mice Xcuee c ~ o r r -  SO : t i n  more 
aarrly ctocamine whac cu6r. be uay. can bm nuda tn CP.OSO aZotmcr 

X alae raqueae that you subnic a ltsc o t  :be euxan% 
employme8 oC eke O W ,  grow06 by deparzmenc, w;eh caeir Z ~ Z Q  s f  
hrre a:d their annurlissd Lace of pay. 

have CO b0 8ub8tUiCiaLiy reducrd. order CO cACA:A:a’-,8 d Tote 

If one or more o t  the camponene pares Cor 4 p6r:r:ular 

I weuld a p p n c t a t e  as much &tar1 as porrrblo .baa;: :ne 6 

F i n a l l y .  I requeer a wciccen deeccrpcton s t  any artrr.3eaaezt 
(verWA or athorwrse) rhe Owe may have wrek dr.y a e ~ c o  Far:y 
w a r d l a g  cha uaounc o f  tundr :o be recarned by cbe acace parcy. 
ar related eatic uick rerpocc to MY DNC ralfisad fundra~eing 
t h e  occurs i o  cL ataca. 

Pleaeo mikit  cho forageing by clo8e oC buminarm 17  January 
XW8. 

Confidential Information 
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March 111. 19% 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
THE VlCE PRESIDENT 

I 

ta 
fM 

C C  LEON P A " A  
DOUG SOSNlX 

On 14 March 1996. Doug Sapnil: and I met with Mark Pam and Bill KMap. the duigrusad 
rrpmtuiver of The Media Team ('Team'l @quia B Knap# Moms/ Pau, k SeJumU a, to dimm the tcrmr and condirions for the conmct ktwsEn the 6/0 '96 Mea 
Committee ('Re4en') and Ihe Team. (The 'kcl meeting lor these puqums lud waned 

1. 

. 

To date m e  $22.23 d o n  has btni spent by the DanaRtic Nat icd  CommiUm '' 
("DNC') and the R c c k t  on TV &ime (not including poUin8 or production), a i  
which some S2.94 millien h u  km spent by the Re-e lec~  

From that amount, UIC Tram has bent paid abwt $2,933,401 in commissions at an 
average me of 10.9%. 

Pam and I(mpp propose the Team be paid 9% commission m the next $60 million 
of air time purehorcd and 4% on 111 air time purchusd thgepfter. Assuming chrt. 
beginning 18 March. the RNkCll and DNC spend M Uwitionpl560 million on 
time, under thtir most retcnt proposal. the Team would be paid some 37.833 million 
tow in commissiions for the period 6/95 - 11/96 for an amage of 9.6% ($7.833 
million dividsd by 582.0 million). 

If the R-t and DNC spend 5120 million on air time. as ha been discussed, and 
a$ QIIcribBd in section 1 of schedule A (dated 3/14/96) amhod. rather chpn only 582 
millian, under the Tam's proposal. it would be paid a r d  of $9.4 million in 
commissions for the period 6/9S 11!/96 for an average rate of 7.8%. 

v a y  late sce*fibu 1995.) 

I 
FEC-4069 
Sub. 6 /23 /97  



$2xmUhh s f m Y L %  
Fint 22.23 million 2.433.401 10.9% 
Next 60.0 million 5 , 4 ~ , 0 0 0  9% 

w m  eQ9h 
S120.23 million S9.!53,001 7.8% 

. .  
TheEaflCIJ&QJdhl 

Prior to last week's propal ,  the Tam's  lart proposal wu made on 29 September 
(attached as schedule E). Unda that prior proposal, the Team would have been paid 
55.6 millon in commissions on the fusl582 million and $9.4 miition in commissions 
on $120 million of time buy. 

2%- 
fs&fsA uiuna&inu-- . .  

fa2 million rime s,6oo,ooo 6.8%- 7,833,401 9.6% 

SI20 milfion time 8,260.000 6.9% 9,353,401 1.8% . 

And under the Team's 9/95 proposal. Wlal retainer feu through the genenl election 
would have been $605,000 compared to Ihe S3€4,OOO under the 3/14/96 proposal. 

The Team's 3/14/96 proP0s;al only deal$; wirh alecmnic msdio. polling and producam 
of TV spots. It dou not include pasmid GorN direct mail; development and 
placement of newspaper ads. productionl of radio spixs. efc 

Given the complexity of the regulations of the Federal Election Commission ("FEC') 
and the saichlup of the applications of those nguhtions to campaigns in general. and 
to the medii production/ placement in panieular. it is criticai that the Team have the 
experience and expatise or q u i r e  the experience and exprtir, to ensure that it and 
the Rcdm comply fully and timely with dl FEC ngulatiorU and guidelines. Failure 
in this regard will result in time consunling and f ~ s t l y  post November 1996 FEC 
audits and possible fines which anz a g m  liability of tk @dentipi and vice 
presidcntirl candida(u. In addition, thc 'Team must be able to tmck the ado and time 
buys of the orher presidential candidate; and provide the Reelect  with timely ( o h  
owmight) npom. 'Ihis had been dimused among ourselves at some Ienglh. and it 
has been deddcd to t t ly  on the Team in this n?gaxd and not 10 include the G m r ,  
Margob @. 

v: Dick Morris is the only inembcr of the Team *:bo d v a  a monthly 
retainer fee. in addition to his share of the time buy comrnipriwu. Based on the 
cumnt agrrumnu. he will be paid 53f%.OOO in fcraincr feu for the Wod 12/94 

.- 
2. 
. 

z 
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Sub. 5/23/97 

DNC011-01184 

.. _ c  . ATTA 
P4V 7 I' 



prop&, other members of the Team would not be paid monthly retainer fees. 

m: It is estimattd that P a n  dr S c h m  will be paid n d y  $4.0 million for 
polling and voter research for the paid 12/94 - 11/96. 
attached. Pruumably a profit is hcludd. 

Stan Greenberg is also UndK retainer by the DNC and mnducn polling on a regular 
basis. 

Production expense% for SI20 million of fv media an utimated 

Tmwl. hotcl and nlnM expenses far the QpluulFMfs must also be 

3. 
section 3 of schedule A 

4, 
by Squurl Knapp at $2.58 rnilhn. 

paid. They are not included in the retainer fee or in the time buy commission. 

have alluded g m e d y  to targeted dimM mail. No Sprcilics have k e n  fonhurming t3 
dare. In the event such a program is carried out, it will undaubtedly involve additional 
profit margins 10 whomever gar the conhaa for the program. 

I point out that Hal Malchow. who handlu tk fundmising direct mail p m g m  for 
both the DNC and the C/O '96 Re-elect. hpr developed targeted persuasion/ G O "  
dim1 Mil program and is very inlucsted in being conridmd in this r e s p t  for the, . 
U G  '96 Re-elect. 

' 

to be involved in the convation and, if so, the compnsationl fee to be paid. 

W-W . - Substantial amounts can be incurred by the Reclar in 
connection with post November FEC audiu. and any such costs incurred by the Re- 
elect and any fures imposed by ehe FEC on the Re-elect as the result of the failure to 
taictly comply with FEC regulations, including the Team's failure to fully comply 
with FEC regularions in connection wirh the production and plrcemcnt of medii 
become a 
gcnurl election lcgal and accounting ampfirnee h d  ('GELAC'). for which the Re- 
elect apass u) raja about E12 million, is for the purpose of paying for corn and 
fmu i n d  in connection with FEC audits. I moOgly supgest, however. rhat any 
agnemmr between the T m  and the Rc-elca mrdn a hold hann la r  dause in favor 
of the Rc-&ct over a specified amount incurd in wMOCtiOn with cosu and fines 
renrwg from FEC audits of media production/ placement. In order to ensun 
cnfwccment of the hold harmless clause (assuming it is  included in the conma with 
the Team). the R ~ l e c t  should hold in escrow S million in commissions 10 
be paid to the Tcam until all FEC audits have been completed. This will give the 

Kctiam 4 of schedule A 2mched. 

5. 

6.  At scve!al of the weekly )evening meetings, Pan.  Schocn and Morris 

0 .  

7. * We need 10 decide whether Flank Grrcr or Squierl Knajp, or both. are 

6. 

liability of the Presidential and Vice Pruidenthl candidam. The 

3 
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8029384 . 
timal incentive to ensure it establishes th ility to ensun the Re- 

elect's media production and placement i s  in compliance with all FEC requirements. 

Before the next meeting with MM. Pmn and mapp reparding tlsc fiiuncial arrangement 
between thc Re-elect and the Tam. I would like to discuss Ihr foregoing with you in orda 
10 d e  what 'm think is a quitable urangement. 

Let's discup. 

:f 
ra 
B 

4 

'. - 
'. 
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Mych 25, 1996 0029421 

Contract with the consulma (lbe MduI Tam) rcgardhg polling, 
praduction of me& ~d commiuiQn on pwchrrcd 

To date. nucha the Clinton/ Gore '96 Rnlcct ("Re-elect*) nw tht Dunocntic 
National Committee ('DNC") have cDnmctn with the IO called Media Tam ("Tram'), 
which i s  composd of Squierl Kruppl Dick Moms/ Pam & 8diocd Hank Sckh&@ and 
Mviw Pcnuaur. (I have s&n Little eviden~e of a&cm panidpaion OF Scheinkopf or 
Pen-.) 

1. 
relationship konreen tfK Tam ud the DNC and thc Reels*. Since the amount to be paid 
by the DNC and R c 4 s * ,  mpcctively, to the Taun for L e  production of a specific 
television spob time buying, polling, rmll rCaring. &, , depends upon a le@ determination 
by the DNC and Rbda lawyen on a case by ass basis. the following properil b €or a 
"comprehensive agmmt' for both L e  Re-ele~c and DNC. mcrc would be a scgarvt 
amm bawcar the Team and fie DNC and berwbcn the Team pnd the Rcdcct.)' 

On 14 Marcf, Doug Sosnik and I met wilh NarL Penn and BUI Knapp, who heprrsent 
he Team. They made 8 pPOpOSp). hunmprizad below (which i s  rummvized in my 
memomdurn to the Presideat and the Vice Pmident, dated 18 March 1996. attached as 
schedule A at tab 1). that would muh in S7.8 million in commirrioas on &e tina 82 miltion 
of time buy, for an efftetive ne of 9.6%. s;ompamd to heir offer made in late September 

. 
' ; 

* I propose &e following Arrpncirl terms for the , 
. . .  

'Fnnltffner ha o f f e d  0 do thc time buy for the Re-elect at 4.25% commission. It hac 
bsen decided not f . ~  have Fmk pyticipau witb the Team. By her 5 January 19% 6enCr to 
me. lean Brooks. Vice ppeddcnl of International Communicatums Gpoup. Inc. of Us 

.. Angda b off- a 2% commission fee on all rime buys. 

I 
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1995 a million in commissions an the first $82 time buy for an effective rate of 

6.8%. 0829422 
9/95 PEpDPIsf - 

sffWiW5 h 3 x n m l m - m  . .  . .  
S82million time 5.600,OOO 6.8% 7,833,401 9.6% 

5120 million dme 8,260,008 6.9% 9,353,401 7.8% 

A l h g h  it b hpossiib to scturntely pdkt how much airtime the DNC and Re- 
cka will spend between July 1995 (the fits time N rporr w a s  aired) and November 1996, 
given thathe Rsdsct and the QNC hrverlperdy Ipcnt rorncS23 million on &time 
!xginning lrits 3 m  1995 (most of which h a  becn qxnt since d y  October). it is safe to say 
that at Lart $80 million will be spat by 5 Mowmber. md probably do? to SI00 million or 
more. 

I propose that the Team bc offmd the fallowing m s  with respect to time buy 
commissions. 

airtiarr 
Fint sa0 million 6.25% SS,ooO,ooO 

Nut $20 million 4.75% 950.000 

-Avaage on SI00 million 5.95% 5,950,(100 

t 

Above $100 Won 4.0% Tl3D 

-110 millim (s4oo.ooo) 5.77% 
-120 mjuion (ssoo,oO0) 5.63% 
-130 million (Sl.Z~.oOo) 5.5% 

6,350.W 
6,750.000 
7,150.000 

Under the proposnl. if $80 million is spent on air time. tJte Turn would be paid S5.O 

IF, Y is my, $100 million b spent. commissions would be $5.95 million. 

If i i i o  million is spent, commissions WOUU $6.35 million. 

If SI20 million b spat. commissions wculd be $6.75 million. 

&on in commiuioau 

2 
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In addition to time buy Wmmi~sions, ;u shorn on schedule B at tab 2. attached, it is 
estimated that additional paymenu will be made. 

3 
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00294% 
In order to insure that the campaign is adequaly protected, I srrongly urge thar an 

indcmnificatia and hold harmless agraanent be included in any contract(o) beween the 
Team. or any individual members thercof. and the Re-elect. and b e ~ c n  the Team and the 
DNC, by which the Team will indemnify and hold harmlcu the Re-elect and DNC for any 
costs, dam-, fines, s, and !ossa and cwrt u)ttt Sufferal by or claimed against L e  
campaign, or DNC, dirstly or indksaiy, including. bat rwQ limited to, any civil palties by 
the FEC qphs the Clmppipn, its rmployce or agm *to the extent based on or arising 
wholly or substantially out of any negligeat acts, b r d m  of the contract. or Mure by the 
Team to rrspond m my requests of the Cunpaion for docummu or &e? anstance wirh 
raps to any PU: audit. inquby h m  the FEC or any bmch of fcdarl. smte. or locpl 
govemmcnt. " 

In ordar to insurecompliamcuwith hdd hvmlss agfeemnt, th8Tgm should be 
requid to place in esrow the n a t  $300,000 of media commissim paid by the Re-elect. 

I qm with the hold hannlesr proposal 

9 

ra 
q: 
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mol: norale Iskee 
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EE: Peta Knight Ted CUGa Hamld Icka B.J. Thornbemy Lyn Umxha 
Mark Pam Jeff King Doug Sosnik Bnd Manhall loan Pollin 
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RE: AVIIIBRIZATION TU P p ( N  AND SCHQEN FOR POLLING 
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cc: P-Knight TdcvrCr HamldIcka B.J.'Ihombcq LynUuscht 
MukPenn JeffKinj DougSosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollitt 
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()?hecorrIvilltleaucalcdu 

( ) Afmmeys to & m i n e  

% for the DNC and 
*- 

% for Clinton/ Go= '96 

R113 It will aeonducvrd on 

signr1ure 

e: Peocr Knight Ted cuts Harold Icka B.Y. n o r n a y  Lyn U W h t  
Mark Pcnn Jeff King Doug Sonik Brad M y r h l l  Yopn Pollitt 



m AUTHORMTION TO PENN AND SCWOEN FOR POWNO 

The cost will not exceed s I J ,  Y O  3 

( )The cost wil l  be alllloolted at 96 for the DNC and 
'R for Clinton/ Gore '96 

Attomeyl to dercnnint 

I twiubcondwtodon R.-*i 1.1 
1 

CtsJ S A  t / I % f %  
signature 

cc: Peer Knight Ted Camr Harold Ickes B.J. Thornberry Lyn Utrecht 
Mark Peqn Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollitt 
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Revised 51231% 

cc: PwrKnight TdcVrU MmldIcku B.J. Ilromberrly Lyn Uvecht 
Mark P a n  Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollin 



( )Thecastwillkrllsatcdu - % for the DNC and 
95 for Clinton/ Gore '96 

It wiu be"c~nductcd on 
.- 

cc: Peter Knight Tat Cuttr Harold lcku B.I. Thornberry Lyn Utrachc 
Mark Penn Jeff King Doug Sosnik BGad Marsh9  Joan Poliitt - 
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CC: 

d 

FROM HmId I c h  

SUBECE F i l l  terms with Tlte November J Group 

As the resUrt of Several rmQlt meetings which hhded Mark PtM, Bill Knapp, me, 
Doug Satnik, P&r Knight, KsRn HMmx and J d '  O'-# WB haw teached 
agreement on assumptions, methodology and alcuhtim BfinUKidtennrWiththe 
November S Group ('Group'). No agnemeno, howcva, hrr kacn mckd on the tinrncial 
terms thunselvcJ. There u a substanrid gap berweEn my last offer of 21 May and the 
Group's most n a n t  ofkr of 16 June - a difference of $1.7 million in commirrionr on Sl00 
million gross time buy. 

We plt now at the point for you to mab a Rrnal dacisim 08 the ~tnnt you am 
PrrparrdDWtO. 

Summanc 

' 

. 

Tlse most meat offer by the Group on a $ 1 0  million opou time buy would result in 
of million. Their S c p W b a  offa on $100 million g- time buy would CommUJIoDL 

result in $6.824 million in commissions. My last offer on $100 million grws tic: buy would 
result in tS.698 in commissions. 

. .  

'2he Group's argument that they should now k paid wame 9 6 0 0 , ~  mon in 
commissions on $100 million groar time buy cornparad to their September offer 



. .. ~. .. . .. . .. . .. . .  .. . 
5 .: 
: : -  

.. _ i _  

1. . .  
L.. . .. 

0023362 
(nohuithsrnding ut have been no material Cbmge umstanw of in the unit 
ksu of providing Suvices) is that they have worked Ukc gut months without the security 
of 1 COnlracL 

Six @om am se forth for your considentian at the en8 of this memonndum, along 

In makint~ your &, plepra keep in mind: 1) the Qmpb offer of Scpmber, 

with a r s c o m  

which is S600,WO lower in commissim 
most rscefit offa of 14 lune, md which i s  plto lower than their otha off- of 18 April urd 
29 May; 2) that whm they made their September 1995 offa, they upectcd to mlkc a cad& 
"profit. ($6.3 ~ ~ U ~ O I I  in commiuiollp md rctaiRtt fety 011 $80 million time buy which 
is the total time buy they anticipated at ?he time they nula their Scptcmkr offu), hu! 

I,?; they have d m d y  received a 
substantial amount of their 'prcfit' 'up front.; and 41 it h important to stmawe a financinl 
m g c m c n t  that permits the puFEhase of u much  ai^ time as possible, which implies an 
agecement with a bonus incentive that pmvidej for lower commission paymenu to the Group 
between now and 5 Novcrnbcr with the 'bslurce' to be paid tu a "bnut' rftu the election; ' 

if you ye reelected. 

OII $100 million &roa, timc buy) than their 

Ecginning June 1995, to date (June 25,1996), $43.2 W o n  in gnou medh time has , 
been spurt on paid TV mu, of which approximately $4. lmillion Rss ban paid in 
commissions and $37.6 million has been used to purchase air time.* 

Baxd on FEC repom**, it appean that Dick M o d  is receiving at leut 29% of 
commissions paid on time buy, in addition to his monthly n?t&er of S14,ooO. He also is 
reimbursed foe all Uavd related expensu. Thus for the pdod July 1995-25 June 1W6, Re 
has received an appmxjnme total of $1.34 million (29% of $4.1 d i o n  total commissions 
plus S154,OOO for 11 months rctaince) of an average of $1~,091/ monIh. 

* The fact that the $37.6 million plus the $4.1 million don't add $43.2 million, is because of 
the ahdat ion method u d  by the Group for i u  early buys. 

.* Prior to ohe fossdion of The Novmbu 5 Group, the Re-elect and the DNC were 
required to'stptt to the Fedenl Elections Cornmirsion ("FEC') the amount of time buy 
commissions that SquiKl Knapp paid to Dick Mods, && SqUiK, 
formed the Group @ally to peedude having IQ disclose how the commissions arc split up 
among them. Thus s i n e  the Group was formed, on at abaut 14 Febmary 1996, there is  no 
way of determining from FEC repom how time buy cammissions are divided. 

reportedly 
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mKia time buy is  some $3 m gros on which a 

commission of 7% net is being paid. l la t ,  combined with Dick Morris' 5 1 4 . 0  monthly 
npina,vnounUtocoumsnm plus rrtaina PlymePo to the orwrp of . .  
(assuming 4.3 wbebl mth) OT w. 

514,0001 month rroina, mounts to commiuiw/ miner paymeno b dre 0- of 
sl%@UY&w- 

The buys of $2 entlliaa gmsd weekwitb 8oOmmiuioa of 7% nct, plus the Momis 

madia@udh,pollingand . .  Actual and estimusd g@s time buy, co- 
travel dated 
schedule A, dval6124196, &d u ab A. 

for tbperiod gaxm&r 1994- NoVemBa 1996 mdeflilsd in 

SChaiuIe B, daM 6/4/%, srtrehed as tab B, dconibeJ &e diff.crctlt proporalr made 
b e g i i g  with the Otcup'r propal of septunber 1994. 

Schedule C, dated 6/1(y96, attached as tab C, deeilr the Crtinrpecd p r o p s 4  rime ' 

buys for the period June 1995 through 4 November 1996. 

' i..; '1 

The currrnt positions as follows: 

t!vsama 
(millions) 

1. $80 $6.239 8.64% 
100 7.434 8.16% 

8.016 7.26% 120 
nLBus 

0557.3 pmamvcntion; balance in garenl 
6 3 . 4  in commission (10.4% grw; or 12.5% net on first 532.9 million in 

06.35% ntf on next $67.1 million time buy 
03.0% I&$ on oll over $100 million tinu buy 
*Avenge 8.64% net commission OQ first $80 d o n  time buy 
.Average 8.16% net commission on firs! $100 million time buy 
@Avuage 7.26% net commission on fira $120 million time buy 

gmu time buy) 

Amazuim 
(millions) 

II 

2. &lama&g $80 S4.791 6.5 96 
100 5.698 6.14% 
120 6.467 5.77% 

229 

eS58.7 preconvention; balance post convention net 

3 
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6 3 . 4  in commission (10.4% gross or 12.25% n d  on fmt $32.9 million in 

02.58% commission on n u t  $47.1 million gross time buy 
04.75% a Eommission on neXt $20 million 
04.0% a commission on all time over $100 millien 
0 A v ~ g e  6.5% net armmitoiaa 011 first $80 millica time buy 
.Average 6.M net cornmiuioln on finr $100 million time buy 
OAvMgs 5.77% net cornmission on finr $120 million time buy 

gross time buy) 

&i!muw& 
(millions) 

3. Group’s Sept. $80 56.17s 8.33% 
offer 100 6.825 7.30% 

120 7.425 6.58% 

.When they made this offer, the Gmup u~nad: 
OS50 million in post conventioa 
010% gross commission on !%st SI0 m i l h  gross time buy 
07% gross commission on nut $20 million 
03% gross on remainder of p~convention q e d i g  
07% gross on $50 million in g e n d  
@monthly retainus of S10.000 for Penn & S c h m  and S15,OOO for 

. *  . 
S q u i d  Knapp for 13 months October 1995-October 1996 

61 point out that when they made theie S e p W n k  1995 offer, they 
undoubtajly expected any final agreement would be 
offer. 

then their 

The i m p o m t  fact it that in making their high Sepccmber proposal item Ib of 
schedule B), the Group expected that tod media spcndirtg would be approximately s8Q 
-a ($30 million preconvention and a maximum of $SO million post-oonvention). 
Thus when they made their September ‘95 offer, they anticipated earning some S6.175 
million in time buy commissions and reminer f eu  for Squier and P a n  plus f182.000 in fees 
for Monis, for a total of $6.357 million, through 5 November 1996. 

5182,000 for the Morrit retainer), on 

S6.239 million in commissions on 
million on SI00 time buy. 

Under their September offer, bey anticipated earning about 57.6 million (including 

On 14%ne 

. .  time buy. 
PI 

item 6 of schedule B), the Group their offer by $Q4,OOO to 
time buy and by $6oo,ooO to 57.433 . .  

. .  

Thus, their latest proposal of 6/14 (item 6 on schedule B) on $100 million gross time 
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buy is f600,(#)0 over th& Scptembu proposal on $lOO million (tpr item lb on schedule B) 
and $1.7 million o v a  my lut proposal (sss item 5 on schedule B). 

Qrarp sept '95 
Qmup 61141% 
My last offa 

56.825 enC item lb  OID Jehedula B) 
W.433 &s icem 6 oa schedule B) 
SS.dB8 &s item 4 aa schsdule A) 

s&siQnS 

Qs&Uk Asccpt their September 1995 offa, but hold S750,CNO bade, aginning 
immediately, which would be paid if you win the election. This would result in $6.825 
millioa in commhions on SI00 millioa ~ m o u  time buy for MI avcrego of 7.4% n e  

until after the Navemba election. This would give them mmmiuiont of $6.825 million on 
SloO million grou for an average of 7.4% n k  

Accept thdr last Offer of 6/14 of S7.433, but hold bidc $1 million until 
aAcr the election, to be paid only if you win. T?& would give them commiuiOnt of S7.433 
million on $100 million grosr, for M avemge of 8.1% na, i f p  win theddon. 
Othuwk. they would be paid S6.433 million in commisions, 

Accept their September 1995 offer without Mdhg my commitsiolu back 

Split the difierrncs of SI. 127 miUion Qetwsen my last offer and their 
September offa. This would give them a commission of S6.26 million on $100 million 
gross, for an avaage of 6.8% ne. 

Split the differme of S609,008 betwear their Septunkr offer and their 
mast r#wt  offer of 6114 90 they would be paid 5305,000 more than their September '95 
offer, but the S305,oOO would not be paid until zfta 5 Novcmkr and only if you win. This 
would give them a commission of S7.13 million on SI00 million ps, for an avenge of 
7.8% net. 

Accept their &st offu of 6/14/96. This would give them $7.433 million on 
$100 million gross for an avuage commission of 8.1% net. 

5 FEC-4052 
SVb.  6/23/97 
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Commiuiorns Avesage JC m TOepl commlpsioa Netto 
UQYmU nnuMzm 

spt Xf s6.m 5.750 $6.825 7.4% net 92.4 

optn $6.825 $4- s6.w 7.4% aU 91.7 

optn 56.433 $1.0 57.433 8.1% fAct 92.t 

OptM $6.261 $4 $6.261 6.8% aU 92.2 

56.82S t.305 $7.13 7.8% net 91.7 

opt 16 $7.433 $4- s7.433 8.2% net 91.1 

optn 

I thinkpll the aptions Listed above are loo high in their hwr. My lut offer of 
$5.698 million in oommissions (which doer not include uL& S M 2 , o O  additional money a0 be. 
paid to Dick Morris as a sepuate reraker fec) (sl;E item XS on schedule E) u more thsn 
generous. Bysd on dl the circumstances, howeva, I recommend Option XI, which will give 
the Group exrctly what they o f f d  during September. (He will, in my opinion, give them 
mom than they, in fact, expsctcd to gu in a final negotiated dernl.) Holding back Tt50,oOO in 
commissions to be paid only if you win. gives an additional incentive to them. This option 
also permits the most money to be actually spat on time buy (net to stations) than m y  of the 
orher options. 

As a fallback position, I recommend option t 2 ,  which is exactly their September 
offer. 

Peter Knight tecommcnds accepting option #3 which is their Iast offer of 6/14, but 

Finally, with time buy ranging between $2 to $3 million! weekp it is imperative to 

which holds back $1 million to be paid after the election only if you win. 

come to cloq~rhirwcek, or they will have what they want leaving us wilh little negotiating 
room. 

6 
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*gross time buy: finc. commissions): S43.7 million 
*commissions: 2.51 millioc - 
emedu production: 2.4 million 

s l l i n g :  2.5 million (CsK.) 
.- - .travel fdatbd exples: .120 million (rough) 

The stimatcd expcndhres above arc based on t!ne memorandum of 20 June 1996 
from Squier/ Knapp to Huold IcLts, U. and the polling budget dated 20 hire 1996 frcm 
Penn k Schan. 



I. 

la. Gmup9Sq%Smm $74.1 m 7.96% m $5.9 m 

S 100m S93.5 m 6.95% net $6.5 m 

(WlO Sa-PB 
n-1 

lb. Group 9 Sept t 88 m 574.1 m 8.33% net 96.175 m 

S lOOm $93.5 m 7.3% net $6.825 rn 

(ii. S/11-PS 
nPiarsl 

2. QC-DNC S 80m S75.29 m 6.251 a S4.71 m 
11 A@ 

5.95% net 55.61 m . .  0100 ma $94.39 m 

3. Gmup 18 S80m $71.5 m 9.8% net $7.02 m 

S 1OOm $90.5 m 8.8% net S7.97 m 
April 

4. UG21 S 8 0 m  33.70 m 6.5% net $4.79 m 

SIQOma S92.79m 6.14% net 94.70 m 
May 

S. Gmup29 580m S71.99 m 9.04% net 96.51 m 

5lQo m* 591.07 m 8.14% net $7.42 m 

6. Gawrgl4 S 80m $72.2 m 8.64% net $6.24 m 

S100 m S91.1 m 8.16% net $7.43 m 

May 

- 
June 

F E C - ~ C I ~ S  
Sub. 6/23/97 
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